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Nat i onal Em ssion Standards for Hazardous Air Poll utants:
Integrated Iron and Steel Manufacturing

AGENCY: Environnmental Protection Agency (EPA).
ACTION:  Final rule.
SUMMVARY: This action pronul gates national enission
standards for hazardous air pollutants (NESHAP) for
integrated iron and steel manufacturing facilities. The
final standards establish em ssion |imtations for
hazardous air pollutants (HAP) emtted from new and
existing sinter plants, blast furnaces, and basic oxygen
process furnace (BOPF) shops. The final standards wl|
i npl ement section 112(d) of the Clean Air Act (CAA) by
requiring all major sources to neet HAP em ssion
standards refl ecting application of the maxi mum
achi evabl e control technol ogy (MACT).

The HAP emitted by integrated iron and steel
manuf acturing facilities include netals (primarily
manganese and lead with small quantities of other netals)

and trace anounts of organic HAP (such as pol ycyclic
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organic matter, benzene, and carbon disulfide). Exposure
to these substances has been denonstrated to cause
adverse health effects, including chronic and acute
di sorders of the blood, heart, kidneys, reproductive
system and central nervous system

EFFECTI VE DATE: [ NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THE FI NAL

RULE I N THE EEDERAL REG STER] .

ADDRESSES: Docket. The official public docket is the
coll ection of materials used in developing the final rule
and is available for public viewing at the EPA Docket
Center (EPA/DC), EPA West, Room B102, 1301 Constitution
Ave., NW Washi ngton, DC 20004.

FOR FURTHER | NFORMATI ON CONTACT: Phil Milrine, Metals
Group (C439-02), Em ssion Standards Division, U S. EPA,
Research Triangle Park, NC 27711, tel ephone number (919)
541-5289, electronic mail (e-mail) address,

nul ri ne. phi |l @pa. qov.

SUPPLEMENTARY | NFORMATI ON:

Requl ated Entities. Categories and entities potentially

regul ated by this action include:

Cat egory NAI CS code* Exanpl e of regul at ed
entities




| ndustry 331111 I ntegrated iron and
steel mlls, steel
conpani es, sinter
pl ants, blast furnaces,

BOPF shops.
Federal governnent Not affect ed.
State/local/tri bal Not affect ed.

gover nnment

* North American Industry Classification System

This table is not intended to be exhaustive, but
rat her provides a guide for readers regarding entities
likely to be regulated by this action. To determ ne
whet her your facility is regulated by this action, you
shoul d exam ne the applicability criteria in 863.7781 of
the final rule. |If you have any questions regarding the
applicability of this action to a particular entity,
consult the person listed in the preceding FOR FURTHER
| NFORMATI ON CONTACT secti on.
Docket. The EPA has established an official public
docket for this action under Docket | D No. OAR-2002-0083.
The official public docket consists of the docunments
specifically referenced in this action, any public
comments received, and other information related to this
action. Although a part of the official docket, the
public docket does not include Confidential Business

| nformati on or other informati on whose di sclosure is



4
restricted by statute. The official public docket is the
collection of materials that is available for public
viewing at the Air Docket in the EPA Docket Center

(EPA/ DC), EPA West, Room B102, 1301 Constitution Ave.,

NW Washi ngton, DC. The EPA Docket Center Public Readi ng
Roomis open from8:30 a.m to 4:30 p.m, Mnday through
Fri day, excluding |egal holidays. The tel ephone nunber
for the Reading Roomis (202) 566-1744, and the tel ephone
nunmber for the Air Docket is (202) 566-1742.

El ectroni c Docket Access. You may access the final rule

el ectronically through the EPA Internet under the

"Federal Register"™ listings at

http://ww. epa. gov/fedrgstr/.

An el ectronic version of the public docket is
avai |l abl e through EPA s el ectronic public docket and
comment system EPA Dockets. You may use EPA Dockets at

http://ww. epa. gov/ edocket/ to view public comments,

access the index listing of the contents of the official
public docket, and to access those docunents in the
public docket that are avail able el ectronically.

Al t hough not all docket materials may be avail abl e

el ectronically, you may still access any of the publicly

avai | abl e docket materials through the docket facility in
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t he above paragraph entitled "Docket." Once in the
system select "search,"” then key in the appropriate
docket identification nunber.

Worl dwi de Web (WAA. In addition to being available in

t he docket, an electronic copy of the final rule wl

al so be available on the WAVt hrough the Technol ogy
Transfer Network (TTN). Follow ng signature, a copy of
the final rule will be placed on the TTN s policy and
gui dance page for newy proposed or pronul gated rul es at

http://ww. epa. gov/ttn/oarpg. The TTN provides

i nformation and technol ogy exchange in various areas of
air pollution control. If nore information regarding the
TTIN i s needed, call the TTN HELP line at (919) 541-5384.

Judi ci al Revi ew. This action constitutes final

adm ni strative action on the proposed NESHAP for
integrated iron and steel manufacturing facilities (66 FR
36836, July 13, 2001). Under CAA section 307(b)(1),
judicial review of the final rule is available only by
filing a petition for reviewin the U S. Court of Appeals
for the District of Colunmbia Circuit by [INSERT DATE 60
DAYS AFTER DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THE FINAL RULE I N THE

FEDERAL REG STER]. Under CAA section 307(b)(2), the

requi renments that are the subject of this docunment may
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not be challenged later in civil or crimnal proceedings
brought by the EPA to enforce these requirenents.
Qutline. The information presented in this preanble is
organi zed as foll ows:

Backgr ound
Summary of Final Rule
Who nust conply with the final rule?
VWhat are the affected sources and em ssion points?
What are the em ssion limtations?
What are the operation and maintenance requirenments?
What are the general conpliance requirenments?
VWhat are the initial conpliance requirenments?
What are the continuous conpliance requirenments?
What are the notification, recordkeeping, and
reporting requirenents?
VWhat are the conpliance deadlines?
Summary of Responses to Maj or Comrents
How did we devel op the MACT fl oors?
What surrogates did we use for HAP?
s a risk analysis warranted?
How did we revise the em ssion limtations?
How did we revise the performance test requirenments?
How did we revise the cost estimates and econom c
anal ysi s?
Summary of Environnental, Energy, and Econom c
| npact s
What are the air em ssion inpacts?
VWhat are the cost inpacts?
What are the econom c i npacts?
What are the non-air health, environmental and
energy inpacts?
Statutory and Executive Order Reviews
Executive Order 12866: Regul atory Pl anni ng and
Revi ew
Paperwor k Reducti on Act
Regul atory Flexibility Act
Unf unded Mandat es Reform Act
Executive Order 13132: Federalism
Executive Order 13175: Consultation and Coordi nation
with I ndian Tribal Governnents
Executive Order 13045: Protection of Children from
Environmental Health & Safety Risks
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H. Executive Order 13211: Actions that Significantly

Affect Energy Supply, Distribution, or Use
| . Nati onal Technol ogy Transfer Advancenment Act
J. Congr essi onal Revi ew Act
| . Background

Section 112(d) of the CAA requires us (the EPA) to
establish national em ssion standards for all categories
and subcategories of major sources of HAP and for area
sources |listed for regulation under section 112(c).

Maj or sources are those that emt or have the potenti al
to emt at least 10 tons per year (tpy) of any single HAP
or 25 tpy of any conbination of HAP. Area sources are
stationary sources of HAP that are not mmjor sources.

Addi tional information on the NESHAP devel opment process
can be found in the preanble to the proposed rule (66 FR
36836) .

We received a total of 16 comment letters on the
proposed NESHAP from i ndustry and trade associ ation
representatives, State agencies, industry experts,
envi ronnental groups, universities, and private citizens.
We offered to provide interested individuals the
opportunity for oral presentations of data, views, or
argunments concerning the proposed rule, but a public

heari ng was not requested.

Today’s final rule reflects our full consideration
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of all the coments we received. Mjor public comments
on the proposed rule along with our responses to these
comments are summmarized in section Il of this docunent.
A detailed response to all the comments is included in
t he Background I nformation Docunent (BID) for the
Promul gat ed Standards (Docket 1D No. OAR-2002-0083).
1. Summary of Final Rule

A.  Wio nust comply with the final rule?

Each owner or operator of an affected source at an
integrated iron and steel manufacturing facility that is
(or is part of) a major source of HAP em ssions nust
conply with the final rule.

B. What are the affected sources and eni ssion points?

The affected sources are each new or existing sinter
pl ant, blast furnace, and BOPF shop at an integrated iron
and steel manufacturing facility that is (or is part of)
a major source of HAP em ssions. Em ssion |limtations
apply to the sinter plant w ndbox exhaust, discharge end,
and sinter cooler; the blast furnace casthouse; and the
BOPF shop including each furnace and ancillary operations
(hot metal transfer, hot netal desulfurization, slag
skimm ng, and | adle netallurgy). These processes, as

well as their em ssions and controls, are described in
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the preanble to the proposed rule (66 FR 36838-36839).

C. \What are the enission limtations?

The final rule includes particulate matter (PM
em ssion limts and opacity limts as well as operating
limts for capture systens and control devices. An
operating limt also applies either to the oil content of
the sinter plant feedstock or to the volatile organic
conpound (VOC) em ssions fromthe sinter plant w ndbox
exhaust stream Particulate matter and opacity serve as
surrogat e neasures of HAP em ssions.
1. Sinter Plants

The PM enmission limts for a wi ndbox exhaust stream
are 0.4 pounds per ton (I b/ton) of product sinter for an
existing sinter plant and 0.3 |Ib/ton for a new sinter
plant. The final rule limts PMem ssions froma
di scharge end to 0.02 grains per dry standard cubic foot
(gr/dscf) for an existing plant and 0.01 gr/dscf for a
new plant. The discharge end PMIlimts are a flow
wei ght ed average when nultiple control devices are
operated in parallel. A 20 percent opacity limt applies
to fugitive emssions froma discharge end at an existing
sinter plant; a 10 percent opacity |limt applies to a new

sinter plant (both are 6-m nute averages). The PM
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em ssion limts for sinter cooler stacks are 0.03 gr/dscf
for an existing plant and 0.01 gr/dscf for a new plant.
|f the sinter cooler is vented to the sane control device
as the discharge end, the PMIimt is 0.02 gr/dscf for an
exi sting plant and 0.01 gr/dscf for a new plant.
2. Bl ast Furnaces

The PMemssion |imts for a control device applied
to em ssions froma casthouse are 0.01 gr/dscf for an
exi sting blast furnace and 0.003 gr/dscf for a new bl ast
furnace. The opacity limts for fugitive em ssions from
a casthouse are 20 percent for an existing blast furnace
and 15 percent for a new blast furnace (both are 6-m nute
aver ages) .
3. BOPF Shops

For primary em ssions from BOPF, different PM
em ssion limts apply based on the type of hood system
(closed or open). For BOPF with cl osed hood systens at a
new or existing BOPF shop, the PMem ssion limt is 0.03
gr/dscf, and it only applies during periods of primry
oxygen blow. The primary oxygen blowis the period in
whi ch oxygen is initially blown into the furnace and does
not include any subsequent reblows. For BOPF with open

hood systens, the PMem ssion |imts are 0.02 gr/dscf for
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an exi sting BOPF shop and 0.01 gr/dscf for a new BOPF
shop. These em ssion limts apply during all periods of
t he steel production cycle. The steel production cycle
begi ns when the furnace is first charged with scrap and
ends 3 mnutes after slag is renoved. The BOPF limts
are a fl ow wei ghted average when nultiple control devices
are operated in parallel

The PMenm ssion limts for a control device applied
solely to secondary em ssions froma BOPF are 0.01
gr/dscf for an existing BOPF shop and 0.0052 gr/dscf for
a new BOPF shop. Secondary em ssions are those not
controlled by the primary em ssion control system
i ncludi ng em ssions that escape from open and cl osed
hoods and openings in the ductwork to the primary control
system

For the BOPF shop, the PMenm ssion limt for a
control device applied to em ssions fromancillary
operations (hot nmetal transfer, skinmng, and
desul furization) is 0.01 gr/dscf for an existing BOPF
shop and 0.003 for a new BOPF shop. The PM eni ssion
limts for ladle nmetallurgy operations are 0.01 gr/dscf
for an existing BOPF shop and 0.004 gr/dscf for a new

BOPF shop.
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For the BOPF roof nonitor, a 20 percent opacity
limt applies to fugitive em ssions fromthe BOPF or BOPF
shop operations in an existing BOPF shop. This opacity
limt is based on 3-m nute averages. For a new BOPF shop
housi ng a bottom bl owmn furnace, a 10 percent opacity
limt applies (6-nm nute average) except that one 6-m nute
period not to exceed 20 percent may occur once during
each steel production cycle. For a new BOPF shop housing
a top-blown furnace, a 10 percent opacity limt applies
(3-m nute average) except that one 3-m nute period
greater than 10 percent but | ess than 20 percent may
occur once during each steel production cycle.
4. Capture Systens

We revised the requirenments for capture systens to
all ow plants to choose operating paraneters appropriate
for assessing capture system performance, establish the
val ues or settings for the paranmeters, and designate
nmonitoring requirenents. At a mninum the limts nust
indicate the level of the ventilation draft and danper
position settings. Plants nmust include information to
support their selected paraneter(s) in their operation
and mai ntenance plan (including other process

configurations that my be used) and certify in their



13

performance test report that during the tests, the
capture systemoperated at the limt(s) established in
their plan.
5. Operating Limts

For bag | eak detection systens, we require that
corrective actions be initiated within 1 hour of a bag
| eak detection systemalarm For a venturi scrubber, the
hourly average pressure drop and scrubber water flow rate
must remain at or above the |evel established during the
initial performance test. Plants using an electrostatic
preci pitator (ESP) nust install and operate a continuous
opacity nonitoring system (COMS) according to Performance
Specification 1 in 40 CFR part 60, appendix B. The
average opacity for each 6-m nute period nust remain at
or below the site-specific limt. The final rule uses a
statistical approach, requiring that the limt be based
on the COMS average corresponding to the 99 percent upper
confidence |limt on the nean of a normal distribution of
average opacity values established during the initial
performance test. Plants nust submt information on
nmonitoring paraneters if another type of control device
is used.

The final rule requires sinter plants to maintain
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the oil content of the feedstock at or below 0.02
percent. This limt is based on a 30-day rolling
average. W are including an alternative VOC |imt of
0.2 pound of VOC per ton (lb/ton) of sinter produced.
This limt is also based on a 30-day rolling average.

D. What are the operation and nmi nt enance requirenents?

Al'l plants subject to the final rule nust prepare
and inplement a witten startup, shutdown, and
mal function plan according to the requirenments in 40 CFR
63.6(e). A witten operation and nai ntenance plan is
al so required for capture systens and control devices
subject to an operating limt. This plan nmust describe
procedures for nonthly inspections of capture systens,
preventati ve mai nt enance requirements for contro
devi ces, and corrective action requirenments for
baghouses. To avoid potential inplementation issues, we
have added specific descriptions of the equi pment to be
i nspected and a requirenent to correct any deficiency or
defect as soon as practicable. 1In the event of a bag
| eak detection systemalarm the plan nust include
specific requirenents for initiating corrective action to
determ ne the cause of the problemw thin 1 hour,

initiating corrective action to fix the problemw thin 24
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hours, and conpleting all corrective actions needed to
fix the problem as soon as practicable. If applicable,
the plan al so nust include procedures for determ ning and
recording the sinter plant production rate.

E. What are the general conpliance requirenents?

The final rule requires conpliance with the em ssion
[imtations and operation and mai ntenance requi renments at
all times, except during periods of startup, shutdown,
and mal function as defined in 40 CFR 63.2. The owner or
operator must develop and inplement a witten startup,
shut down, and mal functi on plan according to the
requirenents in 40 CFR 63.6(e)(3).

The final rule also requires keeping a |log detailing
t he operation and mai ntenance of the process and em ssion
control equipnent. This requirenent applies during the
period between the conpliance date and the date that
continuous nonitoring systens are installed and any
operating limts set.

F. What are the initial conpliance requirenents?

The final rule requires performance tests to
denonstrate that each affected source neets all
appl i cabl e em ssion and opacity limts. The final rule

all ows the owner or operator to conduct representative
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sanpling of stacks where there are nore than three stacks
associated with a process (subject to approval by the
permtting authority). The PM concentration (front-half
filterable catch only) is to be measured using EPA Met hod
5, 5D, or 17 in 40 CFR part 60, appendix A. The EPA
Method 9 in 40 CFR part 60, appendix A, is required for
determ ning the opacity of em ssions, with instructions
for conmputing 6-mnute and 3-m nute bl ock averages.

The final rule also includes procedures for
establishing site-specific operating limts for control
devi ces during the performance test. W have al so
i ncluded procedures to be foll owed during opacity tests
to ensure capture systens operate at the limts
established in the operation and mai ntenance pl an.

The final rule requires a performance test to
denonstrate initial conpliance with the operating limt
for the oil content of the sinter plant feedstock using
OSW 846 Met hod 9071B (Revision 2, April 1998). Plants
must sanple for 30 consecutive days and conpute the 30-
day rolling average for each operating day. Plants
electing the alternative operating limt nust conduct a
performance test by sanpling VOC em ssions and anal yzi ng

the sanples according to EPA Method 25 in 40 CFR part 60,
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appendi x A. Plants may use an alternative nethod that
has been previously approved by the permtting authority
in lieu of OSW 846 Method 9071B for oil content or EPA
Met hod 25 for VOC eni ssions.

To denonstrate initial conpliance with the operation
and mai ntenance requirements, owners or operators nust
prepare the operation and mai ntenance plan, certify in
the performance test report that capture systens operated
at the limts established in the operation and
mai nt enance plan, and submt their notification of
conpliance status. In the notification of conpliance
status, the owner or operator nust certify that the
capture systens will be operated at the limts
established in the plan.

G  \Wiat are the continuous conpliance requirenents?

Pl ant owners or operators nust conduct PM and
opacity performance tests at |east twice during each
title V operating permt term (at m dterm and renewal).
Omers or operators also nust nonitor operating
paranmeters for capture systens and control devices
subject to operating limts, and carry out the procedures
in their operation and mai ntenance pl an.

To denonstrate continuous conpliance with the
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operating limt for the oil content of sinter plant
f eedst ock, owners or operators nust deterni ne the oi
content every 24 hours (fromthe conposite of at |east
three sanpl es taken at 8-hour intervals) and conpute and
record the 30-day rolling average percent oil content of
sinter feed for each operating day. Plants electing the
alternative limt nust determ ne VOC em ssions every 24
hours (from at | east three sanples taken at 8-hour
intervals) and conpute and record the 30-day rolling
average em ssions (in Ib/ton of sinter) for each
operating day.

The final rule requires a continuous paraneter
moni toring system (CPMS) to neasure and record operating
paranmeters for capture systens subject to an operating
limt. Danpers that are manually set and remain in the
sane position are exenpt fromthe CPMS requirenent. For
danpers that are not manually set and remain in the sanme
position, the final rule requires a daily visual check
(every 24 hours) to verify they are in the correct
positions.

For baghouses, owners or operators are required to
nmonitor the relative change in PM | oadi ng using a bag

| eak detection system and nake inspections at specified
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intervals. The bag | eak detection system nust be
install ed and operated according to the EPA gui dance
docunment “Fabric Filter Bag Leak Detection Gui dance,”
EPA 454/ R- 98- 015, Septenber 1997. The docunent is
avail able on the TTN at

http://ww. epa. gov/ttnencOl/cemtribo.pdf. |If the system

does not work based on the triboelectric effect, it nust
be installed and operated consistent with the

manuf acturer’s witten specifications and
recomendati ons. The basic inspection requirenments

i nclude daily, weekly, nonthly, or quarterly inspections
of specified paranmeters or mechani sns with nonitoring of
bag cl eaning cycles by an appropriate nmethod. To
denonstrate continuous conpliance, the final rule
requires records docunenting conformance with the
operation and mai ntenance plan, as well as the inspection
and mai nt enance procedures.

For venturi scrubbers, owners or operators nust use
CPMS to neasure and record the hourly average pressure
drop and scrubber water flow rate. For ESP, owners or
operators nust use COMS to neasure and record the average
opacity of em ssions exiting each stack of the control

device for each 6-m nute period. Oawmers or operators
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must operate and maintain the COMS according to the
requirenents in 40 CFR 63.8 and Performance Specification
1 in 40 CFR part 60, appendix B. These requirenents
include a quality control programincluding a daily
calibration drift assessnent, quarterly perfornmance
audi t, and annual zero alignnent.

The final rule requires owners or operators to
prepare a site-specific nonitoring plan for CPMS t hat
addresses installation, performance, operation and
mai nt enance, quality assurance, and recordkeepi ng and
reporting procedures. These requirenents replace the
nore detail ed performance specifications contained in the
proposed rul e.

To denonstrate continuous conpliance, owners or
operators nust keep records docunenting conpliance with
the nonitoring requirenments (including installation,
operation, and mai ntenance requirenments for nonitoring
systens) and the operation and mai ntenance pl an.

H \What are the notification, recordkeepi ng, and

reporting requirenments?

The notification, recordkeeping, and reporting
requi renents are based on the NESHAP General Provisions

in 40 CFR part 63, subpart A Table 4 to subpart FFFFF
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lists each of the requirenents in the General Provisions
(8863.2 through 63.15) with an indication of whether they
apply.

The plant owner or operator nust submt each initial
notification required in the NESHAP General Provisions
that applies to their facility. These include an initial
notification of applicability with general information
about the facility and notifications of perfornmance
tests, performance eval uati ons, and conpliance status.

Omers or operators are required to maintain the
records required by the NESHAP General Provisions that
are needed to docunent conpliance, such as performance
test results; copies of startup, shutdown, and
mal function plans and associ ated corrective action
records; nonitoring data; and inspection records. Except
for the operation and mai ntenance plan for capture
systens and control devices, all records nust be kept for
a total of 5 years, with the records fromthe npst recent
2 years kept onsite. The final rule requires that the
operation and mai ntenance plan for capture systens and
control devices subject to an operating limt be kept
onsite and avail able for inspection upon request for the

life of the affected source or until the affected source
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is no | onger subject to the final rule requirenents.

We clarified the recordkeepi ng requirenents required
to denonstrate conpliance with the operating limt for
sinter plants. The final rule requires records of the
sanpling date and time, sanpling values (oil content or
VOC neasurenents), sinter produced (tons/day), and the
30-day rolling average for each operating day.

Sem annual reports are required for any deviation
froman emssion limtation (including an operating
limt) or operation and mai ntenance requirenment. Each
report is due no later than 30 days after the end of the
reporting period. |If no deviation occurs, only a summry
report is required. |If a deviation does occur, nore
detailed information is required.

An immedi ate report is required if actions taken
during a startup, shutdown, or mal function are not
consistent with the startup, shutdown, and mal function
pl an. Deviations that occur during a period of startup,
shut down, or mal function are not violations if the owner
or operator denonstrates to the authority with del egation
for enforcenment that the source was operating in
accordance with the startup, shutdown, and mal function

pl an.
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VWhat are the conmpliance deadli nes?

The owner or operator of an existing affected source
must conply by [I NSERT DATE 3 YEARS AFTER DATE OF

PUBLI CATI ON OF THE FI NAL RULE I N THE EEDERAL REG STER] .

An existing affected source i s one constructed or
reconstructed before July 13, 2001. W changed the
conpliance date for existing affected sources from 2
years to 3 years after the effective date because sone
plants nust install new capture and control systens and
perform significant upgrades of primary em ssion control
systens.

In the final rule, we have corrected a printing
error that incorrectly listed the date defining a new
af fected source as July 23, 2001. A new affected source
is one constructed or reconstructed on or after July 13,
2001. New or reconstructed sources that startup on or
before the effective date of today’'s final rule nust
conply by [INSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THI S FI NAL RULE

I N THE EEDERAL REGQ STER]. New or reconstructed sources

that startup after the effective date of the final rule

must conply upon initial startup.
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I11. Summary of Responses to Maj or Coments

A. How did we develop the MACT fl oors?

We stated in the proposal preanble that we may take
alternative approaches to establish a MACT fl oor,
dependi ng on the type, quality, and applicability of
avai |l abl e data. The three approaches nost comonly used
involve: (1) reliance on State regulations or permt
[imts in conjunction with enm ssion test data; (2) use of
em ssions test data alone to estimate actual em ssions;
and (3) use of control technology information in
conjunction with em ssion test data to estimte actua
em ssions performance. |In practice, regardl ess of what
approach we select, we attenpt to ensure that our
enm ssions performance estimates reasonably characteri ze
the | evel of performance that the rel evant sources
consi stently achi eve, considering normal operational
variability.

Comrent. One commenter contends that EPA may use
State regulations or permt |limts to set floors only to
the extent that such regulations and |imts provide a
denmonstrably accurate picture of the rel evant best
source’s actual performance. The commenter also states

that EPA may only use the performance of a chosen floor
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technology to set floors if such technology is the only
factor influencing the rel evant best sources’ actual
performance. In addition, the floor nust reflect actual
performance, not what EPA thinks is achievable with a
particul ar technology. The commenter concl udes that all
of EPA's floors suffer fromthe sane basic defect in that
"...they do not represent the actual performance of the
rel evant best sources.”

Response. VWhile EPA may use any reasonabl e approach
to estimate the em ssions control achieved in practice by
t he best-controlled simlar source and the average
em ssions limtation achieved by the best-performng 12
percent of units in a category (or best 5 units for
categories of |less that 30 sources), we generally agree
with the commenter that it is preferable to use actual
perfornmance test data to determ ne the MACT fl oor when
t here are adequate such data avail able to reasonably
characterize the | evel of performance of the rel evant
sources. Qur approach to identifying the MACT floors and
establishing emssion limts for the various en ssion
points at integrated iron and steel facilities is
consistent with this preference. Nonetheless, we did use

State regulations and permt |limts in sone instances to
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hel p us estimate the MACT fl oor |evel of performance for
certain em ssion points for which we have limted

em ssion test data. However, in each case where we used
such information, we also evaluated the avail able

em ssion test data and other factors (such as type of
control technol ogy and the design paraneters that affect
performance) to confirmthat the State |limts reasonably
reflect the actual performance of the best units.

In those instances where we had a sufficient
guantity of em ssion test data to reasonably estimate the
performance of the relevant best units, we applied a
statistical approach to confirmand refine the em ssion
estimtes from proposal. This process involved
application of a statistical approach to deterni ne the
average em ssion limtation achieved and account for
normal operational variability. As described below, this
approach ensures that the em ssions estimtes used to
identify the MACT floors reasonably reflect the |evel of
control that is actually achieved by the relevant units
over time, and under the nost adverse foreseeable
circunstances. (The full supplenental analysis is
docurmented in the docket.) W had adequate test data to

apply this approach to the emssion |imts for the sinter
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pl ant wi ndboxes, casthouse control devices, primry
control systens on open and cl osed hood BOPF, and control
devices applied to hot netal transfer, desul furization,
and | adl e netal | urgy.

For each of these em ssion points we confirmed and
refined our earlier estimtes of the performance of the
rel evant best-performng units used to identify the MACT
floors. At proposal, we estimated the performance of the
best-control |l ed sources by identifying the best control
technol ogy that had been denonstrated for each source.

We then evaluated the avail able data for sources using

t he best control technol ogy and established em ssion
limts for new and exi sting sources based on the |evel of
control that sources with the technol ogy had achi eved.

Conceptual |y, our approach to estimating the
performance of the best-controlled units is relatively
straightforward. While we believe each em ssions source
test gives a good indication of the |evel of control
achi eved by the control device during the tinme of the
em ssions test, we do not believe a single em ssions
source test can be used as an estimate of the long term
em ssions performance achi eved by that source. Nornal

variations in process and control device performnce and
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ot her factors, such as the inherent inprecision of
sanpling and anal ysis, which cannot be controlled, wll
result in variability in the performance of every source
over time, including the best-perform ng sources. W
believe that the MACT fl oor performance | evel nust
reasonably account for the ordinary variability in the
performance of the best-controlled sources over tinme and
under the nobst adverse circunstances which can reasonably
be expected to occur. As such, the MACT fl oor
performance |limt nust include a consideration for the
variability inherent in the process operations and the
control device performance.

For today’'s final rule, when em ssions source test
data were available, we used a statistical nmethod to
confirmand refine the em ssion estimtes used at
proposal to identify the MACT floors for the rel evant
units. For each case where em ssions source test data
were avail able, we estimted the emssions limtation
achi eved for each source at the 95th percentile using the
one-sided z-statistic test (i.e., the emssion |imtation
whi ch the em ssion point is estimated to be able to
achi eve 95 percent of the tinme). Assum ng a nornal

di stribution, the 95th percentile is 1.645 standard
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devi ati ons above the nean. W chose the nedian of the
95th percentiles of the top-perform ng sources as the
MACT floor. W used the median as the nost
representative estimte of the average em ssion
l[imtation achieved by the best-perform ng five sources
because the nedian points to the performance of an actual
unit, with a specific conbination of process operations
and control device perfornmance.

We eval uated several options to estinmate the
standard deviation that is needed to performthe
anal ysis. W decided not to estimate the standard
devi ati on for each source based on the avail able
em ssions data for just that one source since we have
only three data points for nopst sources to use in
estimating the standard deviation - one data point for
each run in a three run em ssions source test. |Instead,
we cal cul ated a relative standard devi ation (RSD) for
each test and then averaged the RSD to provide our best
estimate of the variability of the test data. The RSD is
t he standard devi ation divided by the nean. The RSD
provides a way to estinmate the standard devi ation for
different values of the nean when there are too few data

points to calculate the standard deviation directly. W
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believe this nmethod adequately accounts for the normal
variability in em ssions source test data and provides a
reasonabl e estimate of the long termem ssions limtation
achi eved.

For new sources, the MACT floor is the em ssions
control that is achieved in practice by the
best-controlled simlar source. 1In order to confirm and
refine our em ssions estinmates for new sources, we
identified the best-controlled source based on test data
and applied the sane statistical techniques to determ ne
the em ssion limtation achieved in practice for new
sources. W cal cul ated the upper 95th percentile of
performance for the best-controlled source, and we chose
this value as the em ssion limtation that can be
achi eved by new sources.

We believe the statistical technique used to account
for general variability is appropriate and reasonabl e.
However, we al so recogni ze that sonme of the enpirica
test data may inply a |l evel of accuracy that is not
present throughout the entire data set. As a result, we
have sone reservati ons about identifying a MACT fl oor
with a level of accuracy that is not warranted by the

under|ying data. Accordingly, we have concluded that it
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IS appropriate in sonme instances to round the results to
two deci mal places. This approach enconpasses the
specific statistically-derived nunmbers, while
acknow edging that there is sone residual uncertainty
about the representativeness of the data. Thus, while we
bel i eve generally that our use of the 95th percentile
adequately identifies the range of actual performance of
i ndividual facilities, our rounding approach should
al l eviate any concerns regardi ng whether the statistics
sufficiently capture the full range of ordinary
performance of the best-performng units over tinme and
under the nost adverse circunstances that can be
reasonably expected to occur.

Changes resulting fromrounding will have no
practical effect on how i ndustry responds to the em ssion
limtations. That is, the control technology needed is
exactly the same and the equi pnent nmust be operated in
t he same manner regardl ess of whether the nunbers are
rounded or not. A properly designed and operated contr ol
device will still be required to nmeet the rounded
emssion limt. Today's final rule has provisions for
operating paraneters and operation and mai ntenance pl ans

to ensure proper operation. Thus, other than serving to
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better reflect uncertainties in the underlying data, the
roundi ng has no practical inmpact on the stringency of the
requi renents.

Addi tional information on the statistical analysis
used to confirmand refine our em ssions estinmates,

i ncluding the data used and the conpl ete ranking of
sources, is available in the docket.

The objective of both the MACT fl oor nethodol ogy
used at proposal, and the nethodol ogy used here to
confirmand refine the proposed esti mates of perfornance,
is exactly the sane. For each rel evant operation at
integrated iron and steel facilities, both approaches
expressly are intended to provide a quantified estinmte
of the em ssion performance of the best-controlled
simlar source, or of the average em ssion limtation
achi eved by the rel evant best-perform ng sources in the
category, taking into consideration the ordinary and
unavoi dabl e variations in process operations and
performance of the em ssions control equi pment.

Mor eover, the conclusions growing fromthe
suppl enental statistical analysis, regarding the |evels
of performance that reflect the MACT floor for both new

and existing units, in large measure sinply confirmthat
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t he anal ysis underlying the proposal provided a
reasonabl e estimati on of performnce.

| ndeed, none of the refinenents to our performance
estimates will have any practical effect on how i ndustry
responds to the em ssion limtations. As is the case
with our decision to round the enission estinmates, any
changes in the emssion |imtations in the final rule
will require the same control technol ogy as woul d have
been needed to neet the proposed limts, and the control
equi pmrent will need to be operated in the same manner as
woul d have been the case with the proposed em ssion
limtations.

For three em ssion points (sinter cooler, sinter
pl ant di scharge end, and control devices for BOPF
fugitive em ssions), we had only one or two test results.
Consequently, we did not have an adequate set of
em ssions test data to directly estimte the actual
performance of the top-perform ng sources. Consequently,
we devel oped the floors for these three em ssion points
based on the facilities subject to the npost stringent
State regulations or permt limts, and we used the
avai l abl e em ssions information (em ssions data and a

characterization of the operational processes and
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em ssions controls) to confirmthat the identified State
limts reasonably reflect the actual performance of the
rel evant best-performng units. That is, the best units
are able to achieve the required State limts but are not
consistently achieving a |l evel of em ssions performance
that is nore stringent than the State limts. The EPA
may use State limts as |ong as we denpnstrate that such
limts provide a reasonable estimte of the actual
performance of the best-perform ng sources.

For floors based on State opacity regul ati ons that
l[imt fugitive em ssions, we collected additional data
and found that sources are achieving a | evel of
performance that is within the current limts, but they
are not consistently achieving a | evel of control nore
stringent than the identified State limts.
Consequently, we believe these State limts provide an
accurate picture of the best sources’ actual perfornmance
consi dering i nherent and unavoi dable variability. W
used this approach to develop the MACT fl oor for opacity
fromthe sinter plant discharge end, blast furnace
cast house, and BOPF shop.

We provide additional rationale in the foll ow ng

sections where we discuss in detail the devel opnent of
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the MACT floors for each em ssion point.
1. Sinter Plant W ndbox Exhaust

Comment. One commenter stated that EPA proposed an
em ssion limtation of 0.3 Ib/ton of PM based on the
performance of either a baghouse or scrubber. According
to the comenter, EPA's floor does not reflect the actual
performance of the rel evant best sources - the average
em ssion limtation achieved by the top five sources. As
shown in the BID, the average em ssion limtation
achi eved by the best-performng five sources is 0.079
pound per ton (I b/ton), not the proposed |imt of 0.3
| b/ton. Second, floor reflects what EPA believed to be
achi evable with the control technol ogies and not the
actual performance of the rel evant best sources. Third,
EPA admts that several factors other than the
performance of the technol ogies influence em ssions.

Response. As we docunented in appendi x B of the
BID, the floor for sinter plant w ndboxes was based on
actual source test data and the five best-performng
sources. We collected test data and verified that EPA
Met hod 5 (40 CFR part 60, appendix A) was used. W
ranked the results (in I b/ton of sinter) and cal cul at ed

t he average of the five best-perform ng sources (0.3
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I b/ton). Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, we did
not rely on control technology to identify the best-
perform ng units or to estimate the performance of the
best units. In this particular case, we had adequate
test data to directly estimte the average em ssion
l[imtation achieved by the five best-perform ng sources.

The cal cul ati on perfornmed by the comenter is
i nappropriate and does not provide an accurate estinate
of the emssion limtation achieved by the plants. The
commenter msinterpreted the information in the BID,
which is not source test data, but is sinmply a best
estimate of annual average em ssions based on approxi mate
em ssions factors and the assunption that all plants
operate continuously at their design capacity. Such an
estimate cannot be used to represent actual performance
in a MACT fl oor cal cul ati on.

After proposal, we reviewed our approach for
devel opi ng the MACT fl oor and concluded that our origina
anal ysis did not sufficiently account for the normal and
unavoi dabl e variability inherent in the process
operations and em ssion control equipnent (as
denonstrated by the em ssion test data). The average

performance of the five best-performng sinter plants
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ranged from0.26 to 0.32 Ib/ton of sinter. To account
for inherent variability, we applied the z-statistic to
estimate the 95th percentile of a normal distribution for
each source. The nedian of the 95th percentiles of the
five best-performng sources is 0.4 |b/ton, which we
chose to represent the MACT floor. This |evel of
performance reasonably reflects the average em ssion
limtation achieved by the five best-perform ng sources
consi dering inherent variability. The best-controlled
source averaged 0.26 Ib/ton with a 95th percentile of 0.3
| b/ton, which represents the MACT floor for new sources.
2. Sinter Plant Limt on O Content

Comment. Two commenters stated that the proposed
limt on oil content of 0.025 percent was based on the
hi ghest oil percentage of any of the four plants for
whi ch EPA had oil percentage data. They claimthis is
not a valid approach because it does not represent the
actual performance of the rel evant best sources. One
comment er recommended that EPA consi der beyond-the-fl oor
t echnol ogi es for dioxin em ssions, such as elimnm nation of
rolling mll scale fromsinter feed, de-greasing of
sinter plant feed, quality control of water used in

sinter plant feed preparation, and use of |ow organic
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wat erborne rolling m Il lubricants.

Response. Qur research indicates that em ssions of
organi ¢ conpounds from sinter plant w ndboxes are
controlled by limting the amount of oil in the sinter
feed. Em ssion control devices applied to sinter plants
are designed primarily for the renoval of PM and not for
t he various organic conpounds that are fornmed fromthe
oil. We believe that oil content is the nost significant
factor affecting organic conpound HAP em ssi ons.
Consequently, we identified the MACT floor for organic
HAP em ssions from sinter plants based on the | evel of
oil content that we observed for the sinter plants with
the best progranms to control oil in the sinter feed.

We obtained data from four sinter plants that have
i npl enented a programto control the oil content of the
sinter feed. W then exam ned the data and eval uated the
variability to determ ne the |level of control that has
been achieved. The average results for oil content for
each plant ranged from0.014 to 0.025 percent. These are
t he best-perform ng plants because they were the only
ones that routinely sanple for oil content. W applied
the z-statistic and estimated the 95th percentile for

each plant. (The statistical analysis considered that
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the limt is based on a 30-day rolling average, which
reduces the inherent variability as indicated by a | ower
standard deviation than that associated with a single
anal ysis of oil content.) The nmedian of the 95th
percentiles for the top-performng plants is 0.022
percent. We rounded this value to 0.02 percent, and this
| evel represents the MACT floor for existing units. The
best-perform ng source averaged 0.014 percent oil with a
95th percentile of 0.015 percent. W rounded this val ue
to 0.02 percent, and this |evel represents the MACT fl oor
for new units.

We reviewed opportunities for control beyond the
floor. We do not believe it is practical or feasible to
elimnate rolling mll scale fromthe sinter feed. The
sinter plant provides the only opportunity to recycle and
recover the raw material value. O herwise, the mll
scale would be landfilled. De-greasing or de-oiling the
sinter feed has been investigated by the industry, but
there is no denonstrated technol ogy in use at any sinter
pl ant that has proven to be successful. There is no
i ndication that the water used in preparing the sinter
feed contributes to the oil content; therefore, water

quality control is not expected to have an inpact on
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em ssions of organic conpounds. Waterborne |ubricants
may have sone advantages in certain applications.
However, they are problematic in sonme applications in the
demandi ng environment of steel rolling mlls. W could
find no indication that the practices cited by the
comrent er have been denonstrated to reduce dioxin or

ot her organi c compound em ssions. Consequently, we
selected a |limt on oil content as the MACT floor. We
believe it is nore appropriate to set a performance
standard that limts oil content rather than nmandating a
technol ogy that an owner or operator nust use to reduce
oil content. The performance standard for oil content

wi || encourage owners or operators to investigate

t echnol ogi es that reduce oil content to find the nost
effective approach for their specific situation.

Coment. Six commenters object to the proposed
l[imt on oil content because EPA has not shown that it is
achi evabl e by the best-perform ng sinter plants under the
nmost adverse anticipated circunstances over tine.

Response. As we discussed in our previous response,
we confirmed and refined the MACT fl oor estimtes using a
statistical approach to account for inherent variability.

Based on this approach, we believe the MACT fl oor has
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been achi eved on a continuing basis by the best-
perform ng units. |In addition, the limt is enforced
based on a 30-day rolling average, which further enhances
achi evability because it allows an occasional high daily
value to be averaged with | ower values on other days to
achi eve conpliance. A 30-day rolling average al so
provides time to take corrective action and | ower the oi
content before the limt is exceeded.
3. PM Standard for Bl ast Furnace Casthouse Control
Devi ce

Comment. One commenter stated that the technol ogy
approach used to develop the floor does not reflect the
actual performance of the rel evant best sources. The
comrenter further states that EPA admits that there are
factors other than the type of control technol ogy that
affect the actual em ssion control performance of bl ast
furnace casthouse control devices. Specifically, factors
af fecting em ssions include duration of tapping, exposed
surface area of netal and slag, length of runners, and
t he presence or absence of runner covers or flane
suppression. Thus, the performance of a baghouse cannot
be representative of the best sources’ s actual

per f or mance.
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Response. W proposed a PM standard of 0.009
gr/dscf for blast furnace casthouse control devices based
on the performance of existing units using baghouses. W
re-evaluated the em ssions test data for blast furnace
cast houses based on the statistical approach previously
di scussed in order to confirmand refine our em ssions
estimtes for the best-perform ng units. W have test
data for fugitive em ssions fromsource tests at four
casthouses. The available data clearly indicate that a
baghouse is the best technology for controlling em ssions
from bl ast furnace casthouses. W reviewed the test data
and the design features of these baghouses (such as
air-to-cloth ratio), and we concluded that the baghouses
t hat had been tested were anong the best-perform ng
units. The test results ranged from0.002 to 0.0072
gr/dscf. W calculated the 95th percentile for each
plant. The nmedian of the 95th percentiles for the top-
perform ng plants is 0.005 gr/dscf. W rounded this
value to two deci mal places and chose 0.01 gr/dscf to
represent the MACT floor |evel of control for existing
sour ces.

The best-controlled source averaged 0.002 gr/dscf

with a 95th percentile of 0.0034 gr/dscf. W rounded the
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95th percentile to 0.003 gr/dscf to represent the MACT
fl oor for new sources.
4. PM Standard for BOPF Primary Control Devices

Comment. One commenter stated that the chosen floor
t echnol ogi es do not represent the actual performance of
the rel evant best sources.

Response. We proposed a PMIlimt of 0.019 gr/dscf
for new and exi sting open hood BOPF primary control
systens based on the performance of existing units using
ESP. We re-evaluated the enmi ssions test data for open
hood BOPF using the statistical approach previously
di scussed, in order to confirmand refine our em ssions
estimtes for the best-perform ng units. The avail able
data clearly indicate that ESP perform better than
venturi scrubbers in controlling em ssions from open hood
shops. We have test data for five ESP that are sim |l ar
in design, each of which, based on design and operating
data, are anong the best-performng units at open hood
shops. The data include nultiple tests at sone plants,
and these data indicate there is variability in
performance fromtest to test and fromrun to run. The
pl ant averages ranged from 0.007 to 0.019 gr/dscf, and

i ndi vidual tests (three-run averages) ranged from 0. 004
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to 0.019 gr/dscf. W calculated the 95th percentile for
each plant. The median of the 95th percentiles for the
top-performng plants is 0.019 gr/dscf. We rounded this
value to two deci mal places and chose 0.02 gr/dscf to
represent the MACT floor for existing units.

The best-controlled open hood shop averaged 0.0066
gr/dscf with a 95th percentile of 0.01 gr/dscf, which we
chose to represent the MACT fl oor for new sources.

We proposed a limt of 0.024 gr/dscf for new and
exi sting closed hood BOPF primary control systens based
on the performance of existing units using venturi
scrubbers. All of the closed hood shops use venturi
scrubbers as the primary control device. The test data
and design information indicated that shops havi ng high-
energy venturi scrubbers with a pressure drop of 50
inches of water or nore are the best-perform ng sources.
We have recent test data for only one closed hood shop
However, we have data from 1971 to 1978 for high-energy
venturi scrubbers on closed hood shops. These data
i nclude four BOPF shops that are currently operating.
The test results range fromO0.021 to 0.024 gr/dscf. For
pur poses of today’'s final rule, we did not include Kaiser

St eel because the plant has been closed for several
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years. We calculated the 95th percentile for each plant.
The nedi an of the 95th percentiles for the top-performng
plants is 0.027 gr/dscf. W rounded this value to two
deci mal places and chose 0.03 gr/dscf to represent the
MACT fl oor for existing sources.

The best-controlled closed hood shop averaged 0.021
gr/dscf with a 95th percentile of 0.027 gr/dscf. W
rounded the 95th percentile to two deci mal places and
chose 0.03 gr/dscf to represent the MACT fl oor for new
sour ces.

Comment. Six commenters said EPA used test data
dating from 1971 through 1978 to establish the limt for
cl osed hood systens. These comenters believe the data
do not reflect current configurations or actual
per formance and cannot be used to establish the floor.
Many systens have been upgraded to increase capture
efficiency (including sone furnaces used to establish the
standard). Because there are little or no data for these
sources, the comenters recommend that EPA use existing
State i nplenmentation plans (SIP) to determ ne the floor.
Anot her comment er agrees, adding that the test data used
to support the 0.024 gr/dscf limt ranged up to 0.031

gr/dscf and represent the m nimum antici pated variation
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of em ssions froma MACT floor technology source. The
proposed limt is nore stringent than existing SIP and
may not be achi evabl e by plants using MACT fl oor
controls. The analysis does not consider the current PM
l[imt of 0.03 gr/dscf for plants in GChio, which the
comrenter believes should be the Iimt.

Response. The test data for closed hood shops are
not just fromtests in 1971 to 1978 — there is a 1992
test for Geneva Steel. The commenters did not provide
any information on the nature of the upgrades or
rationale as to their effect on em ssions. For closed
hood systens, testing is performed only during the oxygen
bl ow with the capture hood tightly fitted to the furnace.
Qur understanding is that capture system upgrades have
been nade primarily to inprove the capture of fugitive
em ssions from chargi ng and tapping, which are not
included in the performance testing for closed hood
furnaces. In addition, the operating conditions of the
scrubbers during the tests (e.g., pressure drops of 50
inches of water or nore) are representative of the way
t hese scrubbers are currently operated. Data for venturi
scrubbers in other simlar processes indicate that high-

pressure drop scrubbers can achieve control |evels of
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0.03 gr/dscf or less. W believe the statistical
approach that we used to confirmand refine em ssions
estimtes for the floor analysis accounts for inherent
variability over time. W believe that source test data
provide a better picture of actual performance than the
use of State |limts as the commenter suggests. Moreover,
based on our analysis of the em ssion tests, we have
identified as MACT an em ssions limt of 0.03 gr/dscf
which is consistent with the emssions |limts that the
commenters identified as appropriate.
5. PM Standards for Ancillary Operations at BOPF Shops
Comrent. According to eight comenters, the three
data points for hot netal transfer and desul furization
are not sufficient to define the floor, accurately
represent current operating conditions, or reflect a
| evel that is consistently achievabl e under the nost
adverse foreseeable circunstances over tinme. |If
sufficient data are not avail able, EPA should use
existing State limts, if it can show that the |evel of
control is realistically achievabl e under the nost
adverse anticipated circunstances over tine. The
commenters al so question that the data used for

characterizing performance were coll ected using the sane
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test procedures specified in the proposed rule (average
of three 1-hour tests during actual operation of the
processes). Using data froma test nethod other than the
requi red conpliance nethod to set a standard does not
meet CAA requirenents.

Response. We proposed a PM standard of 0.007
gr/dscf for a control device serving BOPF ancillary
processes based on the perfornmance of existing units
usi ng baghouses. W reviewed the em ssions data and
confirmed the tests were conducted using EPA Method 5 (40
CFR part 60, appendix A). Every test result was
presented as the average of three runs, which is
consistent with our performance test requirenents.

Several test reports confirmed that sanpling was
conduct ed under normal operating conditions, and none of
the reports indicated conditions were not normal. The
tests used a sanpling tinme of 1 hour or nore to ensure an
adequat e sanple volunme was coll ected. As explai ned
earlier, in response to another comment, EPA believes
that it is preferable to use actual performance test data
to determ ne the MACT floor when there are adequate such
data avail able to reasonably characterize the |evel of

performance of the rel evant sources. The comenters did
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not provide us with any additional facts or data to show
that any of the data we relied upon are invalid. For the
reasons described above, we believe that these data are
adequate to reasonably estimte the performance of the
best sources for purposes of establishing a MACT fl oor,
and these estimtes nore accurately reflect the actual
performance of the best- perform ng sources than would
esti mates based on State permt data. Moreover, the
approach that we used to confirmand refine the em ssions
estimates for the top-perform ng sources assures that we
have adequately accounted for variability over tine, and,
t herefore, addresses the concerns of the commenter.

We re-evaluated the em ssions test data for
ancillary operations based on the statistical approach
previ ously discussed, in order to confirmand refine our
earlier analysis. At proposal, we considered the
conbi ned data for hot netal transfer/desulfurization and
| adl e netal lurgy. However, we believe it is necessary to
separate the two operations because hot netal
transfer/desul furization is perfornmed on nolten iron
before charging to the BOPF. Ladle netallurgy is
perfornmed on nolten steel fromthe BOPF. Consequently,

the two processes have different em ssion characteristics
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whi ch suggests each should have a separate MACT fl oor
determ nati on.

We have test data fromthree source tests of
desul furi zation and hot nmetal transfer. The control
devi ce used in these source tests, and the only type of
control used for these processes, is a baghouse. W
reviewed the test data and the design features of these
baghouses (such as air-to-cloth ratio), and we concl uded
t hat the baghouses that had been tested were anong the
best-perform ng units. The three tests ranged from 0. 0016
to 0.012 gr/dscf. We calculated the 95th percentile for
each plant. The median of the 95th percentiles for the
top-performng plants is 0.006 gr/dscf. We rounded this
value to two deci mal places and chose 0.01 gr/dscf to
represent the MACT floor for existing units.

The best-controlled source averaged 0.0016 gr/dscf
with a 95th percentile of 0.003 gr/dscf, which we chose
to represent the MACT fl oor for new sources.

We have test results for six source tests of typica
| adl e netal | urgy operations. As with desulfurization,
the control device used in these source tests, and the
only type of control used for these processes, is a

baghouse. We reviewed the test data and the design
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features of these baghouses (such as air-to-cloth ratio),
and we concl uded that the baghouses that had been tested
were anong the best-performng units. The five best-
perform ng units ranged from 0.0021 to 0.0047 gr/dscf.
We cal cul ated the 95th percentile for each plant. The
medi an of the 95th percentiles for the top-perforn ng
plants is 0.006 gr/dscf. W rounded this value to two
deci mal places and chose 0.01 gr/dscf to represent the
MACT fl oor for existing units.

The best-controlled source with typical |adle
met al | urgy operations (lance injection, electromgnetic
stirring, and alloy addition), averaged 0.0021 gr/dscf
with a 95th percentile of 0.004 gr/dscf, which we chose
to represent the MACT floor for ladle nmetallurgy for new
sour ces.

6. Opacity Standard for Sinter Plant Di scharge End

Comment. According to one comenter, EPA does not
expl ain how the floor determ nation represents an
accurate picture of the relevant best sources’ actual
performance, or how it knows that the best sources are
not doing better than their permts require.

Response. We proposed an opacity limt of 20

percent for the sinter plant discharge end based on the
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five sources subject to the npbst stringent existing State
regul ations or permt limts. One plant has a 10 percent
opacity limt, and four plants have a 20 percent opacity

limt. W chose the median (20 percent) to represent the
MACT fl oor.

A total of six of the seven operating plants use a
capture and control system vented to a baghouse for the
di scharge end, and engi neering know edge of their design
features and the nature of em ssions indicate that these
baghouses are the best denonstrated control technol ogy
for the discharge end. Followi ng the end of the coment
period, in order to confirmthe appropriateness of the
proposed opacity limt, we surveyed the industry to
obtain additional opacity data for the discharge end.

The only substantive data we obtained was from I spat -

I nl and, which submtted the results of 1,745 hours of
observations by EPA Method 9 (40 CFR part 60, appendix A)
conducted over 4 years (1997 to 2000). Ispat-Inland is
anong the better-perform ng plants because it controls

t he di scharge end, crusher, and hot screen by capturing
em ssions using |local hooding and ventilation and venting
themto a baghouse for collection. Consequently, we

believe that the control systemat Ispat-Inland is
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representative of the best-perform ng sources.

At |spat-I1nland, approximtely one percent of the
hourly opacity observati ons had a 6-m nute average that
exceeded 20 percent opacity, and the plant net the
proposed limt 99 percent of the tinme. Although many of
t he observati ons were bel ow 20 percent opacity, the limt
accommpdat es the normal variability in the process
operations and control equi pment. The data clearly show
that Ispat-Inland is not consistently performng
substantially better than what their permt requires and
that our proposed limt is a reasonable picture of what
the best-controll ed sources can achi eve.

Comment. Seven commenters contend that EPA has not
shown that existing State limts are consistently
achi evabl e under the worst foreseeable conditions over
time. The commenters clained that opacity data they
submtted to EPA denonstrates that the limts are not
consi stently achi evable by well -operated and mai nt ai ned
sinter plants. The EPA nust reevaluate the achievability
of the proposed opacity standard.

Response. None of the comenters provided evidence
that facilities subject to the identified State limts

have been unable to neet those limts (e.g., in the form
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of reported violations). Mdreover, as discussed in the
previ ous response, approximtely 99 percent of the hourly
opacity observations at |spat-Inland never had a 6-m nute
average in excess of 20 percent opacity. Performance
i nproved to 99.9 percent conpliance for nore recent, 1998
to 2000, observations. As stated previously, these data
show that the opacity limt based on existing State
limts is achievabl e because it has been achi eved on a
continuing basis. Qur analysis considered all of the
data that we could obtain, and the only data avail abl e
was that for Ispat-Inland which we discussed in detail.
7. Opacity Standard for Bl ast Furnace Casthouse

Comment. One commenter states that we failed to
expl ain how the floor we selected reflects the best-
perform ng 12 percent of the blast furnace casthouses.
The commrenter further states that we failed to pursue and
collect fromthe affected sources or State and | ocal
agenci es avail able opacity data, and we underm ned the
floor-setting process of the CAA

Response. For blast furnace casthouses, we
established the MACT floor as a 20 percent opacity limt
based on the five sources subject to the nost stringent

existing State regulations or permt limts. Two
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cast houses are subject to a 15 percent opacity |limt, and
the next nost stringent I[imt is 20 percent, which is
applied to 22 of the 37 blast furnace casthouses.

Foll owi ng the end of the comment period, in order to
confirmthe appropriateness of the proposed opacity
limt, we obtained additional opacity data for operating
bl ast furnace casthouses to supplenent the limted data
we had avail abl e at proposal. W now have opacity data
for 25 of the 37 existing blast furnace casthouses, and
the data range in coverage froma 1-hour test to severa
years of observations. (Although there were 39 bl ast
furnace casthouses at proposal, two have subsequently
shut down.) We closely exam ned the data that covered a
reasonably | ong period of tine (e.g., at least 1 year to
capture seasonal variations), which included 12 of the 25
cast houses for which we had data. We believe it is
i nportant to account for seasonal variations and exam ne
data covering 1 year or nore to account for variability
due to differences in ventilation rates, weather
conditions, and changes in the process over tine. W
found that the casthouses with the | owest opacities were
those with secondary capture and control systenms. For

sonme casthouses, nost of the 6-m nute averages were
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routinely below the proposed 20 percent limt wth
occasi onal readings that approached or exceeded 20
percent. The bl ast furnace casthouses at U S. Steel
(Gary) achieved the 20 percent opacity limt 99 to 100
percent of the tinme. One blast furnace casthouse had a
maxi mum 6- m nute average of 21 percent opacity, and
anot her casthouse had a maxi rum of 20 percent opacity.
At Ispat-Inland, the casthouses achieved 20 percent
opacity 98 to 99.6 percent of the time. At LTV Steel,
t he cast houses achi eved 20 percent opacity 99.5 to 99.8
percent of the tinme. These blast furnaces were achieving
the 20 percent |imt, but they were not denonstrably able
to consistently achieve a | evel of performance nore
stringent than this Iimt. Consequently, the opacity
data confirmthat the 20 percent opacity |limt based on
t he medi an value of the sources with the five nost
stringent emssion limts is an accurate reflection of
t he MACT fl oor

Comment. Eight commenters contend that the limts
are not consistently achi evabl e under the worst
foreseeabl e conditions over tine even by the casthouses
used to establish the MACT floor. In support, the

commenters claimed they had provided opacity data show ng
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that the limts have not been consistently achi eved by
wel | - operat ed and mai ntai ned cast houses. Achievability
of the opacity limt for blast furnace casthouses is of
particul ar concern because the process is subject to
i nfrequent but significant swngs in emssion rates. The
commenters recomend that EPA collect and anal yze al
avai |l abl e opacity data from States, Regions, and industry
and determ ne the standard based on achievability. They
recommend using a statistically-derived |limt based on a
hi gh confidence level (the 99.97th percentile) to avoid
an unachi evabl e standard that would result in many
vi ol ati ons.

Response. Follow ng proposal, in order to confirm
t he appropriateness of the proposed opacity limt, we
collected additional opacity data and identified the
best-perform ng sources in ternms of |ow opacity. Qur
anal ysis considered all of the opacity data submtted by
the comenters and data obtained from other sources. For
the five best-perform ng blast furnace casthouses (i.e.,
| owest opacities) with observations over at |least 1 year,
a 20 percent opacity limt was achieved for 99 to 99.8
percent of the tinme. W believe the data clearly show

that an opacity limt of 20 percent represents what has
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been achi eved by the best- perform ng sources and that it
can be achieved on a continuing basis.
8. Opacity Standards for BOPF Shops

Comrent. Eight comenters contend that the limts
are not consistently achi evabl e under the worst
foreseeabl e conditions over tinme. They claimthat
opacity data submtted to EPA by the industry denonstrate
that the limts are not consistently achieved by well -
operated and mai ntai ned BOPF shops, and as a result, EPA
must reeval uate the achievability of the proposed opacity
st andar ds.

Response. Follow ng proposal, in order to confirm
t he appropri ateness of the proposed 20 percent opacity
l[imt, we obtained additional opacity data for operating
BOPF shops to supplenent the limted data we had
avai |l abl e at proposal. We now have opacity data for 19
of the 23 existing BOPF shops ranging in coverage froma
single 2-hour test to nmultiple tests covering several
years of observations. Qur analysis considered all of
the opacity data submtted by the commenters and data
obt ai ned from ot her sources. W exam ned the data and
found that the best-controlled BOPF shops were those with

secondary capture and control systenms. |In contrast,
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several BOPF shops wi thout secondary controls experienced
frequent exceedances of the 20 percent opacity limt. A
total of eight BOPF shops have capture systens for
secondary em ssions that are vented to baghouses. W re-
evaluated the data to determ ne the appropriateness and
achievability of the proposed 20 percent opacity limt.
We focused on BOPF shops for which we had a reasonabl e
amount of long-term data. Specifically, we exam ned
opacity data only from shops for which we had 12 nonths
or nore of observations (i.e., all seasons of the year),
whi ch i ncluded observations for 11 of the 23 existing
shops. The five best-perform ng shops achieved the limt
99.5 to 99.98 percent of the time. These data clearly
indicate that the best-performng units in the category
achi eve the proposed opacity limt (but do not achieve a
nore stringent |level of control), and, therefore, that
the State limts are a good proxy for actual best
performance. Thus, we are confident that the proposed
opacity limt of 20 percent is achievable and that it
provi des an accurate picture of the actual performance
achi eved by the best-perform ng sources.

Qur analysis of the opacity data for BOPF shops

i ndi cated that opacity observations are routinely nmade
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over several consecutive steel production cycles. In the
proposal, we had included a provision that the opacity
observations during the performance test did not have to
be consecutive. |In today's final rule, we have renoved
the provision which allowed non-consecutive observati ons.
This is consistent with the opacity data used to support
the opacity limt and with the procedures routinely used
to nake opacity observations for BOPF.

9. Sinter Cool er Stack

Coment. Six commenters note that one of the plants
used to calculate the MACT floor is permanently shut
down. Consequently, the floor analysis does not reflect
the SIP requirenments for actual operating sources. In
addi ti on, EPA has not shown that the proposed standard is
achi evabl e by the best-perform ng sources under the
foreseeabl e range of operating conditions.

Response. Qur investigation into this comment
indicates that all five of the sinter plants listed in
Table B-11 of the BID are operating (lIspat-Inland at East
Chi cago, IN, WCI Steel at Youngstown, OH; Bethl ehem Steel
at Sparrows Point, MD, U S. Steel at Gary, IN, and AK
Steel at M ddl etown, OH). Because we had only limted

test data, we based the MACT fl oor on the average of the
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top five sources subject to the nost stringent existing
State regulations or permt limts. One plant has a
l[imt of 0.01 gr/dscf (for one-half of its cooler), three
of the five best-perform ng plants are subject to a limt
of 0.03 gr/dscf, and one plant has a Ib/hr limt that is
equi val ent to about 0.05 gr/dscf. The average and nedi an
limt applied to the top five plants is 0.03 gr/dscf.
Al t hough our data are limted, they show that the
proposed emssion limt is achievable and has been
achi eved based on the available test results.
Nati onwi de, baghouses are used at three plants, a cyclone
at one plant, and three plants are uncontroll ed.
Consequently, the best- perform ng plants and the nedian
of the top five would be a plant with a baghouse. A test
at WCI Steel, which controls these em ssions with a
baghouse, ranged from 0.005 to 0.02 gr/dscf and averaged
0.009 gr/dscf. The results for WCI show significant
variability in the run-to-run results, which range up to
0.02 gr/dscf. The test results indicate that the better-
controlled plants can achieve the Iimt of 0.03 gr/dscf;
however, considering the high variability fromrun to
run, the plant is not substantially overachieving the

[imt.



62

No commenters provided any evidence that the
existing State limts were not being achieved on a
continuing basis (e.g., in the formof violation
reports), and we have no evidence that any facility has
been in violation of the existing State limts.
Consequently, we believe the floor based on State limts
represents a reasonably accurate picture of what the
best - perform ng sources have and continue to achieve.
For new sources, we chose a limt of 0.01 gr/dscf based
on the nost stringent State limt. The average test
results for WCI Steel (0.009 gr/dscf) show that this
limt is achievable by a properly-desi gned and operated
baghouse.
10. PM Standard for Sinter Discharge End Control Device

Comment. According to one commenter, EPA clains it
has PMtest data from six plants, but asserts in the
preanble that it has credible test data for only one
pl ant and never explains why data for only one plant is
credi ble. The EPA does not explain how this represents
an accurate picture of the rel evant best sources’ actual
performance, or how it knows that the best sources are
not doing better than their permts require.

Response. The reference to test data in the BID is
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correct; however, use of the term"test data" in the BID
was not correct. We had estinmates of PM em ssions from
the discharge end from several plants based on em ssion
factors that they supplied in a survey questionnaire.
However, these estinmates were not supported by the use of
reference nmethods for sanpling and anal ysis or
substanti ated by em ssion test reports. For units in
this category, it is not feasible to use estimates based
on typical em ssion factors to identify the |evel of
control that a plant routinely achieves. Therefore, this
information is of no practical value for purposes of
identifying the best-perform ng sinter discharge ends.
We found the only test data we could validate for the
di scharge end was for the EPA test conducted at WCI
Steel. The results of this test support our concl usion
that the existing State limts reasonably approxi mate
actual em ssions and perfornmance. However, we have no
i ndi cati on or expectation that the best-perform ng plants
are achieving a level of control nmore stringent than the
proposed em ssion |limt. Consequently, we based the
floor on the nost stringent State limts.

Comment. Seven comrenters state that three of the

nine sinter plants in the existing popul ation are now
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shut down, including one of the five plants used to
calculate the floor for the discharge end. The
commenters assert that EPA nust recalculate the floor to
reflect only operating sources. Also, EPA nust show that
t he standard is consistently achi evable by the best-
perform ng sources under the foreseeable range of
operating conditions.

Response. W agree that one of the five best-
perform ng plants (Weeling-Pittsburgh Steel) used to
determ ne the floor was shut down at the tine of the
floor analysis. W elected to re-calculate the floor and
exclude this plant. W determ ned that the floor based
on the average of the five best-perform ng sources
remains the same (0.02 gr/dscf). One plant is subject to
alimt of 0.01 gr/dscf, two plants are subject to a
l[imt of 0.02 gr/dscf, one is subject to 0.03 gr/dscf,
and the fifth plant has a nass rate limt that is
equi val ent to about 0.04 gr/dscf. The average and nedi an
val ue associated with the top five limts is 0.02
gr/dscf. W have detailed design information for the
baghouses applied to the discharge end, and our
engi neering analysis of the design information, coupled

with test data for baghouses in simlar applications,
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i ndi cates that these controls can achieve 0.02 gr/dscf
under the foreseeabl e range of operating conditions.

Al t hough we have test data for only one baghouse, the
test averaged 0.006 gr/dscf and further supports the
achievability of the MACT floor. W based the MACT fl oor
for new sources on the nost stringent State limt of 0.01
gr/dscf. Again, the available test data indicate that
this limt can be achieved by a properly-designed and
oper at ed baghouse.

11. PM Standard for BOPF Fugitive Em ssions

Comment. One commenter stated that EPA does not
expl ain how the floor determ nation represents an
accurate picture of the relevant best sources’ actual
performance, or how it knows that the best sources are
not doing better than their permts require.

Response. W have test data for only one baghouse
applied to BOPF fugitive em ssions, and because of the
nature of the test, the results are not useful for
determ ning the MACT floor. During the test, sanpling
was perforned continuously over a 3-hour period, even
when the furnace was not operating and when fugitive
em ssions were not occurring. Consequently, the reported

concentrations for the baghouse outlet are
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unrepresentative of the concentrations that would be
measured when fugitive em ssions from chargi ng and

t appi ng are occurring. Because of the |lack of data, we
based the floor on existing State |limts and have nade no
changes to the proposed em ssion limts. W chose 0.01
gr/dscf as the floor fromthe nedian of the five sources
with the nost stringent limts (one at 0.0052, one at
0.006, two at 0.01, and one at 0.012 gr/dscf). One unit
is subject to the nost stringent State |imt of 0.0052
gr/dscf, and we selected this |imt as the MACT floor for
new sources. These limts are achieved by using a
capture systemvented to a baghouse, and these |evels are
consistent with the performnce of well-designed and
oper at ed baghouses. W have no evidence that plants are
violating their current limts, and we have no indication
they are achieving a |level of control nore stringent than
the identified State limts. This observation is

consi stent with an EPA design manual for baghouses which
states that typical outlet concentrations for al
applications range from0.001 to 0.01 gr/dscf (depending
primarily on the design paraneters).

B. What surrogates did we use for HAP?

1. PM for Metal HAP
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Comment. One commenter contends that PMis not a
valid surrogate for HAP nmetal conpounds and that specific
l[imts for individual nmetals should be established. In
support, the comrenter points to other rules where EPA
has recognized that PMis not a valid surrogate for
mercury, |lead, and cadm um because of their volatility
and that these em ssions cannot necessarily be controlled
nmerely by controlling PMem ssions. Consequently, EPA
cannot claimPMis a valid surrogate for netal HAP in the
final rule or that setting standards for individual
metals would "...achieve little, if any, HAP em ssion
reducti on beyond what woul d be achi eved using the
surrogate pollutant approach based on total PM" Because
EPA has already recogni zed that PMis not an adequate
surrogate for nmercury, |ead, and cadm um EPA nust set
i ndi vidual em ssion standards for such HAP.

Response. W disagree with the commenter and
believe that PMis a valid surrogate for the HAP netal
conmpounds emtted fromintegrated iron and steel sources.
The rationale in the preanble for the hazardous waste
conmbustors (HWC) rule is unique to that source category
and does not apply to the metal HAP em ssi ons and

controls in the integrated iron and steel industry. The
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preanble for the final HA rule makes this point clearly:
However, for sources not burning
hazar dous waste and w thout a
significant potential for extrene
variability in netals feed rates, PM
is an adequate surrogate for netal HAP
(e.g., for nonhazardous waste burning
cement kilns).!?

Hazar dous waste conmbustors are uni que and different
fromintegrated iron and steel sources in several
respects:

* they have significant |levels of volatile and
sem -vol atile HAP netal conmpounds in the waste-derived
fuel s being burned,

 the feed rate of these nmetals can be highly
vari abl e, and

e the high tenperatures in the conbustion process
can volatilize sem-volatile netals and formfine PM
whi ch can be harder to control. In contrast, the raw
materials used in iron and steel processes have
relatively low levels of netal HAP, the |evel of netal
HAP does not vary significantly as do the HAP netals in

waste materials fed to HANC, and test data indicate that

PM control devices effectively control the HAP netals

! See Footnote 40 in preanble to the final HAC rule
(64 FR 52846, Septenber 30, 1999).
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fromiron and steel processes.

A key paraneter for the control of both sem -
vol atile and non-volatile nmetal conpounds is the
operating tenperature of the air pollution control device
that is applied. At tenperatures of 200 to 400°F, the
range typical of control devices applied to em ssions
fromintegrated iron and steel processes, any seni -
vol atil e and non-vol atile HAP nmetal conpounds present
woul d exist in the formof fine PM and, therefore, wll
be controlled in direct relationship to PM

Mercury is an exception because of its high
volatility. However, we have no data that show any
significant em ssions of nercury fromintegrated iron and
steel plants, and there is no reason to suspect its
presence in any appreciable quantities in em ssions from
i ronmaki ng and steelmaking. In the two sinter plant
tests we conducted, we sanpled and anal yzed for nercury.
The results showed only trace |levels of mercury (7 x 107
to 2 x 10% gr/dscf). Thus, we believe that mercury
em ssions fromintegrated iron and steel sources are
negligi ble and that the performance of these units with
respect to any trace levels of mercury can not be

measurably i mproved. Moreover, no iron and steel plants
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operate an em ssions control systemthat would further
reduce these trace anmounts of mercury em ssions, or
ot herwi se take any steps that would reduce such
em ssions. Because no units currently reduce nercury
em ssions fromthe integrated iron and steel industry,
the MACT floor for mercury (for both new and existing
sources) would be no reduction in em ssions. Because the
mercury concentrations are already so low, no technically
feasi ble control technol ogies can be identified that
coul d reduce these trace | evels of nercury em ssions.
Therefore, no nercury em ssions standards are proposed
for integrated iron and steel sources.
2. Ol Content for Organic HAP

Comrent. Two commenters urged us to establish
em ssion standards for specific organic HAP, including
dioxin, in lieu of the oil content limt. One comenter
contends that the proposed rule should contain em ssion
limts for the many organic HAP enmtted fromiron and
steel plants, including dioxin, polycyclic organic
matter, benzene, and toluene. The proposed operating
requirenment for sinter plants is not an em ssion standard
and does not satisfy CAA requirenents. Furthernore,

regul ati ons pursuant to section 112 of the CAA nust
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i ncl ude em ssion standards for each HAP emtted from an
af fected source category. The commenter adds that EPA
provi ded no data in support of the proposed approach for
controlling dioxin em ssions. This comenter believes
t he proposed rule effectively ignores organic HAP in
contradi ction of CAA requirenments because vapor phase
organics are not renoved by the fabric filters or wet
scrubbers.

Several commenters contend that EPA has not net its
requi renments to show a correlati on between the surrogate
to be controlled and the object of control. Two
commenters state that EPA has not provided sufficient
data to denonstrate a correlation. Eight other
comrenters do not believe that there is a correlation to
di oxin em ssions or that control of the oil and grease
woul d reduce HAP organic em ssions. |In support, they
claimdata fromone plant (Bethlehem Steel, Sparrows
Point) show no VOC increase in wi ndbox em ssions as oil
content increases.

Response. The only avail abl e data regardi ng organic
HAP em ssions fromthese units are fromtwo tests we
conducted. These tests are insufficient to generate a

meani ngf ul characterization of em ssion control |evels
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t hat can be achi eved under varying process conditions
over time, and there is no way to use this em ssions test
data to identify the best-performng plants. Moreover,
t he add-on em ssion controls used by units in the
cat egory (baghouses and venturi scrubbers) do not control
vapor phase organic conmpounds. As a result, we believe
that the best way to assess current |evels of VOC
em ssion control, and to limt such em ssions is to rely
upon exi sting nethods of pollution prevention.
Accordingly, we have established limts on the anmount of
organi ¢ HAP precursor material (specifically oil and
grease) that nmay be in the sinter feed, in order to
control em ssions of organic conmpounds. Additionally,
section 112(d)(2) of the CAA specifically allows EPA to
establ i sh MACT standards based on em ssion controls that
rely on pollution prevention techniques.

We have added information to the docket from a
Eur opean study that shows dioxin em ssions are related to
oil content — em ssions increase as the oil content
i ncreases. W have al so added information fromtwo U. S.
sinter plants that show VOC em ssions increase as oi
content increases, and the VOC contains volatile HAP such

as benzene. |In fact, plants in Indiana control VOC



73
em ssions by limting the anount of oil in the sinter
feed. Because the two are related, Indiana allows
monitoring oil content as an alternative to VOC
monitoring. |In the past, sinter plants with baghouses
have voluntarily limted oil content because the organic
conpounds that were emtted tend to condense and blind
the bags as well as pose a fire hazard. W believe these
studi es conclusively show that oil content correl ates
with organi c em ssions.

An emi ssion limt for individual organic conpounds
is not practical because the em ssion controls that are
used do not effectively control all organic HAP.

Conventi onal control systens used for organics, such as

i ncineration or carbon adsorption, would not be

practi cabl e because they are ineffective at the very | ow
concentration (parts per mllion levels) in the w ndbox
exhaust stream On the other hand, a limt on oi

content effectively limts em ssions of organic HAP, and
control of oil content is a proven em ssion control
measure. Consequently, in this instance, we believe that
alimt on oil content is the only feasible way to ensure
that all plants achieve the MACT | evel of control for

organic HAP fromthe sinter plant w ndbox exhaust.
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C. Is a risk analysis warranted?

Coment. Seven commenters urge EPA to perform a
ri sk assessnment under section 112(d)(4) of the CAA for
manganese to determne if HAP controls are necessary.
Manganese is a health threshold pollutant, and there is
little |likelihood of chronic or wi despread exposure at
concentrations above the threshold at iron and steel
pl ants. The EPA conducted this analysis for the pulp and
paper standards and deci ded not to regul ate hydrogen
chl oride em ssions. According to the commenters, risk-
based standards under section 112(d)(4) would result in
no standards, or less stringent and nore cost effective
st andar ds.

Response. Section 112(d)(4) of the CAA provides EPA
with authority, at its discretion, to develop risk-based
standards for HAP "...for which a health threshold has
been established,"” provided that the standard achi eves an
"anple margin of safety."” Section 112(d)(4) says:

[with respect to pollutants for which
a health threshold has been

est abli shed, the Adm nistrator my
consi der such threshold level, with an
anple margi n of safety, when
establishing em ssion standards under

this subsecti on.

As EPA has indicated in the past (see 63 FR 18754
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and 67 FR 44713), we generally apply section 112(d)(4) of
the CAA only to HAP that are not carci nogens because
Congress clearly expected that carcinogens would be non-
threshold pollutants. The |egislative history further
indicates that if EPA invokes this provision, it nust
assure that any em ssion standard results in anbient
concentrations |less than the health threshold, with an
anpl e margin of safety, and that the standards nmust al so
be sufficient to protect against adverse environment al
effects. (See S. Rep. No. 228, 101st Cong. at 171.) The
EPA is not to consider cost in establishing a standard
pursuant to section 112(d) (4).

Therefore, EPA believes it has the discretion under
section 112(d)(4) of the CAA to devel op risk-based
standards for sonme categories emtting threshold
pol l utants, which may be |ess stringent than the
correspondi ng fl oor-based MACT standard woul d be. \Were
EPA devel ops standards under this provision, we seek to
ensure that em ssions fromevery source in the category
or subcategory are |less than the threshold |level to an
i ndi vi dual exposed at the upper end of the exposure
distribution. W believe that assuring protection to

persons at the upper end of the exposure distribution is
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consistent with the anple margin of safety requirenment in
section 112(d)(4). (See 63 FR 18754 at 18768.)

However, the EPA enphasi zes that use of section
112(d)(4) of the CAA authority is wholly discretionary.
As the legislative history described above indicates,
cases may arise in which other considerations dictate
that the Agency should not invoke this authority to
establish |l ess stringent standards, despite the existence
of a health effects threshold that is not jeopardi zed.

For instance,

EPA does not anticipate that it would set |ess stringent
st andards where evi dence indicates a threat of
significant or w despread environnental effects, although
it may be shown that em ssions froma particul ar source
category do not approach or exceed a level requisite to
protect public health with an anple margin of safety.
The EPA may al so el ect not to set |ess stringent
standards where the estimated health threshold for a
contam nant is subject to large uncertainty. Thus, in
consi dering appropriate uses of its discretionary
authority under section 112(d)(4), EPA considers other
factors in addition to health threshol ds, including

uncertainty and potential adverse environnental effects,
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as that phrase is defined in section 112(a)(7) of the
CAA.

For several reasons, in this case, we have deci ded
not to exercise our discretion to consider existing
threshold | evel s for manganese in setting the em ssion
standards for netal HAP conmpounds fromintegrated iron
and steel facilities. This decision is appropriate
because we have insufficient data about the nature and
degree of public exposures to these em ssions, including
background exposure |evels and other relevant factors, to
meani ngful Iy consi der whet her maxi num exposures to
manganese eni ssions fromintegrated iron and steel
facilities would remain below the relevant threshold. In
fact, it is clear that facilities in this source category
emt significant quantities of manganese, totaling about
250 tpy. Because the commenters did not provide us with
any of the detailed site-specific information that we
woul d need to perform an adequate assessnment of emni ssions
and exposures, we have concluded that it would be
i nappropriate to consider the threshold nature of
manganese in establishing MACT standards for the
integrated iron and steel source category. Additionally,

the commenters have supplied no information about the
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envi ronnmental inpact of netal em ssions fromintegrated
iron and steel plants, and we have no data upon which we
can rely for such an environnental assessnent.

Moreover, even if we had access to nore detail ed
data regardi ng em ssions, exposures, and environnment al
inpact, it is not clear whether consideration of the
manganese health threshold woul d have any practi cal
effect on the MACT standards established in today’ s final
rule. In particular, emssions fromintegrated iron and
steel plants include netal HAP besi des manganese that are
not threshold pollutants (including |ead, nickel, and
chrom um conpounds), and these pollutants are controll ed
usi ng the sane control technol ogies that reduce em ssions
of manganese. As with manganese, we have no data
regardi ng maxi mum exposures or environnmental inpacts from
such em ssions at integrated iron and steel facilities,
and we have no data specifically characterizing these
metal em ssions. These plants emt about 360 tpy of HAP
met al conmpounds — including about 111 tpy of |ead, nickel
and chrom um conmpounds. Certain |ead, nickel and
chrom um conpounds are |listed as carcinogens and have no
appl i cabl e human health threshold. For additional

i nformation, see our guidance docunent entitled “Gui dance
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on the Major Source Determ nation for Certain Hazardous
Air Pollutants” avail able on our website at

http://ww. epa. gov//ttn/oarpag/t3/ nenprandal/ agghapnmem pdf .

Today’s final rule controls all netal HAP em ssions
(including |l ead, nickel, and chromum by using PMas a
surrogate. Because we use PM as a surrogate, elimnating
only one or sone of the nmetal HAP from consi deration
woul d have little if any practical inmpact on the MACT
standards. Consequently, we believe the MACT standards
finalized today are appropriate and will reduce em ssions
of all HAP at integrated iron and steel plants to the
| evel s currently being achieved by the best-perform ng
facilities.

D. How did we revise the em ssion linmtations?

1. Sinter Cool er Em ssions

Comrent. Seven commenters explain that some exhaust
systens on the sinter plant discharge end are designed to
capture em ssions at the point where sinter is | oaded
onto the sinter cooler and portions of the sinter cooler
itself. In situations where cooler em ssions are
exhausted in part or in whole to the discharge end
control system the commenters request that the cool er

stack em ssions standard of 0.03 gr/dscf (for existing
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facilities) apply to the discharge end baghouse.

Response. We di sagree and have witten the final
rule to clarify that the limt of 0.02 gr/dscf for the
di scharge end applies even when other em ssions are
ducted to the control device. The nost effective
technol ogy for controlling em ssions fromthe discharge
end is a baghouse, and a properly-designed and operated
baghouse can achieve 0.02 gr/dscf on a continuing basis.
An em ssion limt of 0.03 gr/dscf is too high to be
representative of the MACT fl oor, and does not refl ect
what is currently achieved by the five best-performng
sour ces.
2. Sinter Plant G| Content Requirenent

Comrent. Sinter plants in Maryland and | ndi ana
al ready nust comply with rules that regulate the oil and
grease content for the sinter plant raw material bl end.
The rules Iimt VOC em ssions to no nore than 0.25 I b/ton
of sinter (except Indiana allows 0.36 |b/ton during non-
ozone season). Maryland requires VOC testing and | ndi ana
provi des the option of VOC testing or sanpling for oi
content. Seven comenters reconmend VOC testing as an
option in the final rule because nost plants in these

states already use thenm sone coments al so suggest a 30-
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day rolling average for VOC.

Response. We reviewed data submtted by two plants
t hat showed VOC em ssions correlated with oil content.
LTV Steel (now owned by International Steel G oup)
perfornmed sinultaneous testing of oil content and VOC
em ssions, correlated the results, and showed that an oi
content of 0.024 percent was equivalent to the State VOC
l[imt of 0.25 Ib/ton of sinter. As a result, the State
allowed themto use alternative nonitoring procedures.
Based on our review of the data, we believe that
mai ntaining the VOC at a level of 0.2 Ib/ton or |ower
will ensure that the operating limt of 0.02 percent oi
is mai ntained. Consequently, we have witten the final
rule to include an alternative emssion |imtation for
VOC of 0.2 Ib/ton of sinter. A plant electing the
alternative limt is required to nmeasure VOC eni ssi ons
(total gaseous nonnet hane organics as carbon) in source
em ssions using EPA Method 25 in 40 CFR part 60, appendi X
A (or a previously approved nethod). As with the oi
content, the VOC limt is based on a 30-day rolling
average. The 30-day average provides additional
flexibility because it allows an occasional high daily

value to be averaged with | ower values on other days to
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achi eve conpliance. W believe the 30-day average
accounts for day-to-day variability and enhances the
achievability of the limt.
3. ESP Operating Limt

Comment. For plants required to use COMS to nonitor
ESP, the proposed rule establishes an enforceable
operating limt based on the opacity observed during the
initial performance test. Eight comenters argue that
COMS data should not be used for conpliance
determ nati ons because of measurenment uncertainties and
unreliability. They point to the recognized |imtation
for measuring opacity below 10 percent and provide
supporting data conparing COMS neasurenents in ESP stacks
to EPA Method 9 data. Like the steel pickling MACT
standard, COMS data should be used only to indicate if
the ESP is operating properly and to institute corrective
action as appropriate; subsequent EPA Method 9
observati ons nay be appropriate in the event of a high
nunber of neasured excursions. These commenters al so
object to the operating limt for ESP equi pped with COMS
because EPA has not denonstrated a correlation between
opacity and PM em ssions from BOPF controlled by ESP to

support using opacity as a surrogate for PM A COVS
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opacity reading that is above that observed during a
performance test does not necessarily indicate an
exceedance because the high reading could have been
caused by water vapor or another interference. The
commenters believe EPA has not denonstrated that the tiny
amount of data collected during the initial performance
test would be representative of the opacity perfornmance
of ESP over the full range of foreseeabl e operating
conditions. Thirty 6-m nute averages taken over a 3-hour
period will not adequately characterize the range of
87,600 6-m nute averages generated over an entire year.
Thus, EPA has not denonstrated that a limt set in this
manner woul d be consistently achi evabl e by wel |l -operated
and mai ntai ned equi pnment under the npost adverse operating
condi tions over tine.

Response. We believe that opacity is well
established as a surrogate for PM However, we
understand the concerns of the commenters with respect to
variability and have witten the procedures in the final
rule for determning the COMS operating limt to account
for variability. The opacity operating limt is based on
measur enent of 6-nmi nute averages during the performance

test, and then calculating the 99 percent upper
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confidence limt on the nean of a normal distribution of
t he average opacity values. This statistical approach
wi |l account for normal variability and still provide
assurance that the ESP is operating properly.
4. Qperating Limts for Capture Systens

Comment. Nine conmenters believe that an
enforceabl e range of operating limts applicable under
all operating conditions cannot be determ ned fromthe
initial performance test for danper systens. Fixed
danper positions for one set of operating conditions are
not appropriate due to varying simnmultaneous operations,
normal process variations, and seasonable vari ati ons.
The final rule should allow sources to specify nmultiple
operating scenarios or ranges of operation in the
operation and mai ntenance plan and require plants to neet
the values in the plan rather than those set in the
initial performance test. Eight of these commenters al so
recommend that the final rule include an alternative
al l ow ng conti nuous nonitoring of fan anperage, |ike the
provi sions included in the proposed standards for coke
pl ants.

Response. We investigated this issue further, and

based on the additional information we received, we agree
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t hat fixed danper settings are not practicable or
desirable in nmany cases. For exanple, danper settings
may need to be changed in the BOPF shop dependi ng on the
operations underway at the tine, such as hot netal
transfer, desul furization, charging, oxygen bl ow ng, and
tapping. We have written the final rule to provide
flexibility and have nodeled it after the MACT standard
for primary copper snelters. The owner or operator nust
specify in the operation and nai ntenance plan the danper
settings that will be used under different operating
scenarios and for seasonal variations. These danper
settings nmust be checked once per day. W have al so
added fan anperage as an acceptable alternative,
consistent with the MACT standards for coke ovens and for
primary copper snelters.

E. How did we revise the perfornmance test requirenents?

1. Overlapping Cycles

Coment. Sone plants have the capability of
overl apping cycles of two separate furnaces (e.g., they
may bl ow one furnace while another is being tapped). It
appears that EPA s database is conprised of tests
conducted on single furnaces. For this reason, seven

commenters ask EPA to clarify that testing of primary
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em ssions fromBOPF is to be conducted during the steel
production cycle of a single furnace. O her shop
operations may be suspended during the testing. This
approach is consistent with the manner in which the data
were col |l ect ed.

Response. We specify in the final rule exactly when
owners or operators nmust test primary em ssions from
BOPF. For closed hood BOPF, plants nust sanple only
during the primary oxygen blow. For open hood BOPF,
pl ants nust sanple during the steel production cycle. W
clarified that the steel production cycle begins when
scrap is charged to the furnace and ends 3 m nutes after
the slag is enptied fromthe vessel. These requirenents
are consistent with the way the em ssion test data were
collected. W do not agree that testing should be
perfornmed under conditions that do not represent nornal
operations, such as suspending certain shop operations.
The provisions in 40 CFR 63.7(e) apply and require that
sanpling be conducted under conditions that are based on
representative performance (i.e., perfornmance based on
normal operating conditions of the affected source).

2. Testing Miultiple Stacks

Comment. Eight commenters believe it is inpractical
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and burdensonme to require simultaneous tests of nultiple
stacks or vents for a control device (e.g., baghouse wth
ei ght nmodul es, each with its own fan and stack).
Successive testing of each stack or vent could be nore
manageabl e, but still has excessive costs. One comenter
estimtes 42 days of testing could be needed at one pl ant
if each stack and vent nust be tested. For these
reasons, the proposed rule should be revised to allow for
performance tests of a representative exhaust flow where
control devices with nmultiple stacks are used.

Response. W agree and believe that because of the
site-specific nature of this problem decisions should be
made on a case-by-case basis by the applicable permtting
authority. We have written the final rule such that a
source may conduct a representative sanpling of stacks
subj ect to the approval of the permtting authority when
there are nore than three stacks associated with a
process.

F. How did we revise the cost estinmates and econom cC

i npact anal ysi s?

Coment. Several comenters stated that we
significantly underesti mated the cost of the proposed

rule. At proposal, we estimted a capital cost of $34
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mllion. The commenters said that the total capital cost
was in the range of $270 to $320 million. Their estimate
i ncl udes the cost of controls for plants not included in
EPA's estimate as well as higher estimates of the cost
for controls and nonitoring in general.

Response. Foll ow ng proposal and the receipt of
coments, we contacted facilities to discuss the details
of their cost estimates. Some facilities provided the
details and basis of their estimtes, and we incorporated
theminto our revised estimates. O her plants did not
provi de details or docunentation; consequently, we
devel oped our best estinmate of potential costs for these
facilities. In addition, we collected opacity data for
nost of the operating plants. W used these data to
identify plants that may need to install capture and
control systens in the blast furnace casthouse or BOPF
shop to neet the 20 percent opacity limt. Qur revised
capital cost estimate increased to $93 mlli on.

Comment: Eight comenters urge EPA to update it’s
econom ¢ i npact analysis to represent current economn c
conditions of the steel industry and the cunul ative
effect of all other pending environnental regulatory

requi renments facing the industry during the sane tine
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peri od.

Response: We agree with the commenters and have
perfornmed a revised econom c inpact analysis. The
revised analysis attenpts to account for the factors
mentioned in the comment. At proposal, we estimted
donestic production fromintegrated steel mlls would
decline by 3,100 tons, and operating profits were
expected to decrease by $5.2 mllion annually. Wth our
revised analysis, we estimte donmestic production from
integrated mlls will decline by 73,000 tons, and
operating profits will decrease by $13 mllion per year
A conpl ete copy of the econom c inpact analysis is
avai l able in the docket.

V. Summary of Environnmental, Energy, and Econom c
| npact s

A. \What are the air enission inpacts?

The installation of new controls and upgrades w ||
result in reductions in em ssions of nmetal HAP and PM
We estimate that five new capture and control systens for
the bl ast furnace casthouses will reduce these em ssions
by 90 percent, a reduction of 14 tpy of HAP and 2,100 tpy
of PM The new BOPF scrubbers at one plant and upgrades

at two others will result in a 50 percent reduction in
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em ssions, 5 tpy of HAP and 350 tpy of PM Six new
capture and control systens for fugitive em ssions from
BOPF shops will result in a 90 percent reduction in
em ssions, 48 tpy of HAP and 3,300 tpy of PM

Most plants currently operate air pollution control
equi pmrent sufficient to neet the final rule requirenents.
We expect the standard to reduce netal HAP em ssions from
plants that will need to install or upgrade controls by
67 tpy and PM em ssions by 5,800 tpy. Nationw de
em ssions of netal HAP and PM fromintegrated iron and
steel plants will be reduced by nearly 20 percent from
current |evels.

B. What are the cost inpacts?

The nationwi de capital and annual costs of new and
upgraded capture and control systens are estinmated at $93
mllion and $15 million/yr, respectively. The total
nati onwi de annual costs (including nonitoring and
recordkeepi ng) are about $16 mllion/yr. These costs are
based on a new primary control system (high-pressure drop
venturi scrubbers) for one BOPF shop, upgraded prinmary
controls at two others, six new capture and control
systens for fugitive BOPF em ssions, and five new capture

and control systens for blast furnace casthouses. In
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addition, the estimte includes a capital cost of $0.9
mllion and a total annual cost of $1 million for
moni toring, reporting, and recordkeeping.

C. \Vhat are the econonic inpacts?

We conducted a detailed econom c inpact analysis to
determ ne the inpacts of the final rule on both the
i ndustry and the U.S. market for steel ml| products. W
estimte the econonic inpacts in both areas to be
negligible. W project the price of steel m |l products,
in aggregate, to increase by less than 0.1 percent with
donmestic production fromintegrated mlls declining by
73,100 short tons. This decline in production at
affected integrated mlls is sonmewhat offset by increases
at noni ntegrated donestic steel producers (15,800 short
tons) and foreign inmports (49,500 short tons). |In terns
of industry inpacts, the integrated steel producers are
projected to experience a slight decrease in operating
profits of $13 mllion annually, which reflects increased
costs of conpliance and associ ated reductions in revenues
from producing final steel mlIl products. |In addition,
we don't foresee any individual integrated facility being
in jeopardy of closure as a result of inplenmenting the

rul e.
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Based on the market analysis, the annual costs to

society of today's final rule are projected to be $15.4

mllion. As a result of slightly higher prices for steel
mll products, the final consumers of these products wll
incur an additional $6.2 mllion annually. Profits at

integrated steel mlls are expected to decline by $13
mllion annually because of directly incurred control
costs and reduced product revenues, while nonintegrated

steel mlls that conpete in these markets and are

unaffected by today’s rule will experience an increase in
profits of $2.2 mllion. Simlarly, foreign steel
producers will also experience an increase in profits of

$1.7 mllion due to the slightly higher prices and
increases in inports to the U.S. market. For nore
i nformation, consult the econom c inpact analysis
supporting the proposed rule.

D. VWhat are the non-air health, environnental., and

enerqgy i npacts?

| mpl enentation of the rule will result in a small
increase in solid waste -- 3,200 tpy of sludge and 5, 500
tpy of dust. The energy increase is estimted at 24,000
megawat t - hours per year, primarily due to the energy

requi rements of new venturi scrubbers.
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V. Statutory and Executive Order Reviews

A. Executive Order 12866: Requl atory Pl anni ng and Revi ew

Under Executive Order 12866 (58 FR 51735,

Cct ober 4, 1993), the EPA nust determ ne whether the
regul atory action is "significant"” and, therefore,
subject to review by the Ofice of Managenent and Budget
(OMB) and the requirenents of the Executive Order. The
Executive Order defines a "significant regulatory action”
as one that is likely to result in a rule that my:

(1) Have an annual effect on the econony of
$100 mllion or nore or adversely affect in a materi al
way the econony, a sector of the econony, productivity,
conpetition, jobs, the environnent, public health or
safety, or State, local, or tribal governnents or
communi ti es;

(2) Create a serious inconsistency or otherw se
interfere with an action taken or planned by anot her
agency;

(3) WMaterially alter the budgetary inpact of
entitlenment, grants, user fees, or |oan prograns or the
ri ghts and obligations of recipients thereof; or

(4) Raise novel legal or policy issues arising out

of |l egal mandates, the President's priorities, or the
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principles set forth in the Executive Order
It has been determ ned that the final rule is not a
“significant regulatory action” under the terns of
Executive Order 12866, and is, therefore, not subject to
OMB revi ew.

B. Paper wor k Reducti on Act

The information collection requirenments in the final
rul e have been submtted for approval to OVB under the
Paperwor k Reduction Act, 44 U S.C. 3501 et seq. An
information collection request (ICR) docunent has been
prepared by EPA (I CR No. 2003.02), and a copy may be
obt ai ned from Susan Auby by mail at U S. EPA, Ofice of
Envi ronmental Information, Collection Strategies Division
(2822T), 1200 Pennsyl vani a Avenue, NW Washi ngton, DC

20460, by e-mmil at auby.susan@pa.gov, or by calling

(202) 566-1672. A copy also may be downl oaded off the

I nternet at http://ww. epa. gov/icr. The i nformati on

requi renents are not enforceable until OVB approves them

The information requirenents are based on
notification, recordkeeping, and reporting requirenents
in the NESHAP CGeneral Provisions (40 CFR part 63, subpart
A), which are mandatory for all operators subject to

NESHAP. These recordkeepi ng and reporting requirenents
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are specifically authorized by section 112 of the CAA (42
US.C 7414). Al information submtted to the EPA
pursuant to the recordkeeping and reporting requirenents
for which a claimof confidentiality is nmade is
saf eguarded according to Agency policies in 40 CFR part
2, subpart B.

The final rule requires applicable one-tine
notifications required by the General Provisions for each
affected source. As required by the NESHAP Cener al
Provi sions, all plants nmust prepare and operate by a
startup, shutdown, and mal function plan. Plants also are
required to prepare an operation and mai ntenance plan for
capture systenms and control devices subject to operating
limts. Records are required to denonstrate conti nuous
conpliance with the nonitoring, operation, and
mai nt enance requirenments for capture systens, contro
devices, and nonitoring systens. Sem annual conpliance
reports also are required. These reports nmust describe
any deviation fromthe standards, any period a continuous
nmonitoring system was out-of-control, or any startup,
shut down, or mal function event where actions taken to
respond were inconsistent with startup, shutdown, and

mal function plan. |If no deviation or other event



occurred, only a sunmary report is required. Consistent
with the General Provisions, if actions taken in response
to a startup, shutdown, or mal function event are not
consistent with the plan, an imedi ate report nust be
submtted within 2 days of the event with a letter report
7 days | ater.

The annual public reporting and recordkeepi ng burden
for this collection of information averaged over the
first 3 years after [INSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THE

FI NAL RULE I N THE EEDERAL REG STER] is estimted to total

4,772 | abor hours per year at a total annual cost of
$347, 115, including |abor, capital, and operation and
mai nt enance. Total capital costs associated with the
noni toring equipnment is estimted at $885,000. The total
annual i zed cost of the nonitoring equi pnent is estinated
at $126,000. This estimate includes the capital,
operating, and mai ntenance costs associated with the
installation and operation of the nonitoring equipnent.
Burden neans the total time, effort, or financial
resources expended by persons to generate, nmaintain,
retain, or disclose or provide information to or for a
Federal agency. This includes the tinme needed to review
instructions; devel op, acquire, install, and utilize

technol ogy and systens for the purpose of collecting,
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validating, and verifying information; adjust the
exi sting ways to conply with any previously applicable
instructions and requirenents; train personnel to respond
to a collection of information; search existing data
sources; conplete and review the collection of
information; and transmt or otherw se disclose the
i nformation.

An Agency may not conduct or sponsor, and a person
is not required to respond to, a collection of
information unless it displays a currently valid OvVB
control number. The OVB control nunbers for EPA's
regul ations are listed in 40 CFR part 9 and 48 CFR
chapter 15.

C. Requl atory Flexibility Act

The EPA has determ ned that it is not necessary to
prepare a regulatory flexibility analysis in connection
with the final rule. The EPA has al so determ ned that
the final rule will not have a significant econom c
i npact on a substantial nunber of small entities. For
pur poses of assessing the inpacts of today’ s final rule
on small entities, small entity is defined as: a snal
busi ness according to the U S. Small Busi ness

Adm ni stration (SBA) size standards for NAICS code 33111
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(Iron and Steel MIIls) of 1,000 or fewer enployees; (2) a
smal | governmental jurisdiction that is a governnment of a
city, county, town, school district or special district
with a popul ation of |ess than 50,000; and (3) a smal
organi zation that is any not-for-profit enterprise which
is independently owned and operated and is not dom nant
inits field.

After considering the econom c inpacts of today’s
final rule on small entities, EPA has concluded that this
action will not have a significant econom c inpact on a
substanti al nunber of small entities. Based on the SBA
size category for this source category, no small
busi nesses are subject to the final rule and its
requi renents.

D. Unf unded Mandat es Ref or m Act

Title Il of the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995
(UVRA), Public Law 104-4, establishes requirenents for
Federal agencies to assess the effects of their
regul atory actions on State, |ocal, and tribal
governnments and the private sector. Under section 202 of
the UVRA, the EPA generally nust prepare a witten
statenment, including a cost-benefit analysis, for

proposed and final rules with “Federal mandates” that my
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result in expenditures by State, local, and tri bal
governnments, in the aggregate, or by the private sector,
of $100 mllion or nore in any one year. Before
promul gating an EPA rule for which a witten statenent is
needed, section 205 of the UMRA generally requires the
EPA to identify and consider a reasonabl e nunber of
regul atory alternatives and adopt the |east costly, nost
cost-effective, or |east-burdensonme alternative that
achi eves the objectives of the rule. The provisions of
section 205 do not apply when they are inconsistent with
applicable Iaw. Moreover, section 205 allows the EPA to
adopt an alternative other than the | east-costly, nost
cost-effective, or |east-burdensome alternative if the
Adm ni strator publishes with the final rule an
expl anati on why that alternative was not adopted. Before
t he EPA establishes any regulatory requirenents that may
significantly or uniquely affect small| governnents,
including tribal governnents, it nust have devel oped
under section 203 of the UVMRA a small governnment agency
pl an. The plan nust provide for notifying potentially
affected smal |l governnents, enabling officials of
affected small governnments to have neani ngful and tinely

i nput in the devel opnment of EPA regulatory proposals with
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significant Federal intergovernnental mandates, and
i nform ng, educating, and advising small governments on
conpliance with the regulatory requirenents.

Today’s final rule contains no Federal mandate
(under the regulatory provisions of the UMRA) for State,
| ocal, or tribal governnents. The EPA has determ ned
that the final rule does not contain a Federal mandate
that may result in expenditures of $100 mllion or nore
for State, local, and tribal governnents, in the
aggregate, or the private sector of $100 mllion or nore
in any one year. Thus, the final rule is not subject to
the requirements of sections 202 and 205 of the UMRA.
The EPA has al so determ ned that the final rule contains
no regul atory requirements that m ght significantly or
uni quely affect small governnments. Thus, today’ s final
rule is not subject to the requirenents of section 203 of
t he UVRA.

E. Executive Order 13132: Federalism

Executive Order 13132 (64 FR 43255, August 10, 1999)
requi res EPA to devel op an account abl e process to ensure
“meani ngful and tinely input by State and |ocal officials
in the devel opment of regulatory policies that have

federalisminplications.” “Policies that have federalism
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inmplications” is defined in the Executive Order to
i nclude regul ati ons that have "substantial direct effects
on the States, on the relationship between the national
governnment and the States, or on the distribution of
power and responsibilities anong the various |evels of
gover nnent . "

The final rule does not have federalism
inplications. It will not have substantial direct
effects on the States, on the relationship between the
nati onal government and the States, or on the
di stribution of power and responsibilities anong the
various |l evels of government, as specified in Executive
Order 13132. None of the affected facilities are owned
or operated by State governments. Thus, Executive Order
13132 does not apply to the final rule.

F. Executive Order 13175: Consul tati on and Coordi nati on

with I ndian Tribal Governnents

Executive Order 13175 (65 FR 67249, Novenber 9,
2000) requires EPA to devel op an accountabl e process to
ensure "neaningful and tinely input by tribal officials
in the devel opnment of regulatory policies that have
tribal inplications.”

The final rule does not have tribal inplications, as
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specified in Executive Order 13175. It wll not have
substantial direct effects on tribal governments, on the
relationship between the Federal government and |ndian
tribes, or on the distribution of power and
responsibilities between the Federal governnent and
I ndian tribes. No tribal governnents own facilities
subject to the NESHAP. Thus, Executive Order 13175 does
not apply to the final rule.

G Executive Order 13045: Protection of Children from

Envi ronnental Health & Safety Ri sks

Executive Order 13045 (62 FR 19885, April 23, 1997)
applies to any rule that: (1) is determ ned to be
“econom cally significant,” as defined under Executive
Order 12866, and (2) concerns an environnmental health or
safety risk that EPA has reason to believe may have a
di sproportionate effect on children. |If the regulatory
action nmeets both criteria, the EPA nust eval uate the
envi ronnental health or safety effects of the planned
rule on children and explain why the planned regul ation
is preferable to other potentially effective and
reasonably feasible alternatives considered by the
Agency.

The EPA interprets Executive Order 13045 as appl ying
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only to those regulatory actions that are based on health
or safety risks, such that the analysis required under
section 5-501 of the Executive Order has the potential to
i nfluence the regulation. The final rule is not subject
to Executive Order 13045 because it is based on control
t echnol ogy and not on health or safety risks.

H. Executive Order 13211: Actions that Significantly

Af fect Enerqgy Supply. Distribution, or Use

The final rule is not subject to Executive Order
13211 (66 FR 28355, May 22, 2001) because it is not a
significant regulatory action under Executive Order
12866.

| . Nat i onal Technol ogy Transfer Advancenent Act

Section 12(d) of the National Technol ogy Transfer
and Advancenent Act (NTTAA) of 1995 (Public Law No. 104-
113; 15 U.S.C. 272 note) directs the EPA to use voluntary
consensus standards in their regulatory and procurenent
activities unless to do so would be inconsistent with
applicable | aw or otherwi se inpractical. Voluntary
consensus standards are technical standards (e.g.,
materials specifications, test nethods, sanpling
procedures, business practices) devel oped or adopted by

one or nore voluntary consensus bodies. The NTTAA
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directs EPA to provide Congress, through annual reports
to OVB, with explanations when an agency does not use
avai |l abl e and applicable voluntary consensus standards.

The final rule involves technical standards.
Therefore, the EPA conducted a search to identify
potentially applicable voluntary consensus standards.
However, we identified no such standards as alternatives
to EPA Methods 2F, 2G, 5D, 9 and OSW 846 Method 9071B,
and none were brought to our attention in coments.

The Agency identified ASTM D4536-96, "Test Method
for H gh Volunme Sanpling for Solid Particulate Matter and
Determ nation of Particle Em ssions,” as being
potentially applicable and proposed it as an alternative
to Method 5 or 17 for testing positive pressure fabric
filters. However, this standard has been replaced by
ASTM D6331-98, "Standard Test Method for Determ nation of
Mass Concentration of Particulate Matter from Stationary
Sources at Low Concentrations (Manual Gravinmetric
Met hod)." We have deci ded not to use of ASTM D6331 in
the final rule. The use of this voluntary consensus
standard woul d be inpractical or inconsistent with
appl i cabl e | aw because it is not simlar enough to

repl ace ASTM D4536- 96.
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The search for em ssions neasurenent procedures
identified 16 other voluntary consensus standards. The
EPA has not adopted these standards as alternatives in
the final rule because they are inpractical or still
under devel opment. Qur search and review results are
avail able in the docket.

J. Congr essi onal Revi ew Act

The Congressional Review Act, 5 U S.C. 801 et seq.
as added by the Small Busi ness Regul atory Enforcenent Act
of 1996, generally provides that before a rule may take
effect, the agency pronulgating the rule nust submt a
rule report, which includes a copy of the rule, to each
House of the Congress and to the Conptroller General of
the United States. The EPA will submt a report
containing the final rule and other required information
to the U S. Senate, the U S. House of Representatives,
and the Conptroller General of the United States prior to

publication of the final rule in the Federal Register.

The final rule is not a "major rule" as defined by 5

U S.C. 804(2).
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For the reasons stated in the preanble, title 40, chapter
|, part 63 of the Code of Federal Regul ations is anmended
as follows:
PART 63- - [ AVENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 63 continues to
read as foll ows:

Authority: 42 U. S.C. 7401, et seq.
SUBPART A- - [ AMENDED]

2. Part 63 is anended by addi ng subpart FFFFF to
read as foll ows:
Subpart FFFFF--National Em ssion Standards for Hazardous
Air Pollutants for Integrated Iron and Steel
Manuf acturing Facilities
Sec.
What This Subpart Covers
63. 7780 \What is the purpose of this subpart?
63. 7781 Am | subject to this subpart?
63. 7782 \What parts of ny plant does this subpart cover?
63. 7783 \VWhen do | have to conply with this subpart?
Em ssion Limtations
63. 7790 What emission limtations nust | nmeet?

Operati on and Mai ntenance Requirenents

63. 7800 \What are ny operation and nmai nt enance
requi renents?

General Conpliance Requirenents



63.

7810

Initial

63.

63.

63.

63.

63.

63.

63.

7820

7821

7822

7823

7824

7825

7826
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What are nmy general requirenents for conplying
with this subpart?

Conpl i ance Requirenents

By what date nust | conduct performance tests or
other initial conpliance denonstrations?

VWhen must | conduct subsequent perfornmance
tests?

What test nethods and ot her procedures nust |
use to denonstrate initial conpliance with the
emssion limts for particulate matter?

What test nethods and ot her procedures nust |
use to denmonstrate initial conpliance with the
opacity limts?

VWhat test nethods and ot her procedures nust |
use to establish and denonstrate initial
conpliance with the operating limts?

How do | denonstrate initial conpliance with the
em ssion limtations that apply to nme?

How do | denonstrate initial conpliance with the
operation and mai ntenance requirenents that
apply to me?

Conti nuous Conpliance Requirenents

63.
63.

63.

63.

63.

63.

7830
7831

7832

7833

7834

7835

What are nmy nonitoring requirenments?

VWhat are the installation, operation, and

mai nt enance requirenments for my nonitors?

How do | nonitor and collect data to denonstrate
conti nuous conpliance?

How do | denonstrate continuous conpliance with
the em ssion limtations that apply to nme?

How do | denonstrate continuous conpliance with
t he operation and mai ntenance requirenents that
apply to ne?

What ot her requirenents nust | neet to
denonstrate conti nuous conpliance?

Notifications, Reports, and Records

63.
63.
63.
63.

7840
7841
7842
7843

What notifications nmust | submt and when?
VWhat reports nmust | submt and when?

What records nust | keep?

I n what form and how | ong nust | keep ny
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records?
Ot her Requirenents and I nformation

63. 7850 \What parts of the General Provisions apply to
me?

63. 7851 \Who inplenents and enforces this subpart?

63. 7852 \What definitions apply to this subpart?

Tabl es to Subpart FFFFF of Part 63

Table 1 to Subpart FFFFF of Part 63 - Em ssion and
Opacity Limts

Table 2 to Subpart FFFFF of Part 63 - Initial Conpliance
with Em ssion and Opacity Limts

Table 3 to Subpart FFFFF of Part 63 - Conti nuous
Conmpliance with Emi ssion and Opacity Limts

Table 4 to Subpart FFFFF of Part 63 - Applicability of
General Provisions to Subpart FFFFF

What this Subpart Covers

863. 7780 What is the purpose of this subpart?

Thi s subpart establishes national em ssion standards
for hazardous air pollutants (NESHAP) for integrated iron
and steel manufacturing facilities. This subpart also
establi shes requirenents to denonstrate initial and
conti nuous conpliance with all applicable em ssion
limtations and operation and mai ntenance requirenents in
this subpart.

8§63. 7781 Am | subject to this subpart?

You are subject to this subpart if you own or
operate a an integrated iron and steel manufacturing

facility that is (or is part of) a mmjor source of
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hazardous air pollutants (HAP) em ssions. Your
integrated iron and steel manufacturing facility is a
maj or source of HAP if it emts or has the potential to
emt any single HAP at a rate of 10 tons or nore per year
or any conbination of HAP at a rate of 25 tons or nore
per year.

863. 7782 \What parts of ny plant does this subpart cover?

(a) This subpart applies to each new and exi sting
affected source at your integrated iron and steel
manuf acturing facility.

(b) The affected sources are each new or existing
sinter plant, blast furnace, and basi c oxygen process
furnace (BOPF) shop at your integrated iron and steel
manuf acturing facility.

(c) This subpart covers em ssions fromthe sinter
pl ant wi ndbox exhaust, discharge end, and sinter cooler;
t he bl ast furnace casthouse; and the BOPF shop i ncluding
each individual BOPF and shop ancillary operations (hot
metal transfer, hot netal desul furization, slag skinmm ng,
and | adle nmetal |l urgy).

(d) A sinter plant, blast furnace, or BOPF shop at
your integrated iron and steel manufacturing facility is

existing if you comrenced construction or reconstruction
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of the affected source before July 13, 2001.

(e) A sinter plant, blast furnace, or BOPF shop at
your integrated iron and steel manufacturing facility is
new i f you commence construction or reconstruction of the
affected source on or after July 13, 2001. An affected
source is reconstructed if it nmeets the definition of
reconstruction in 863. 2.

8§63. 7783 When do | have to comply with this subpart?

(a) If you have an existing affected source, you
must conply with each em ssion limtation and operation
and mai ntenance requirement in this subpart that applies
to you no later than [I NSERT DATE 3 YEARS AFTER THE DATE
OF PUBLI CATION OF THI'S FINAL RULE I N THE EEDERAL
REG STER] .

(b) If you have a new affected source and its
initial startup date is on or before [INSERT DATE OF

PUBLI CATI ON OF THI'S FI NAL RULE I N THE EEDERAL REQ STER],

t hen you nust comply with each em ssion limtation and
operation and mai ntenance requirenment in this subpart
that applies to you by [INSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF

THI'S FI NAL RULE I N THE EEDERAL REQ STER].

(c) If you have a new affected source and its

initial startup date is after [|INSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON
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OF THI'S FINAL RULE I N THE EEDERAL REG STER], you nust

conply with each em ssion limtation and operation and
mai nt enance requirenment in this subpart that applies to
you upon initial startup.

(d) If your integrated iron and steel manufacturing
facility is not a mpjor source and becomes a mmj or source
of HAP, the follow ng conpliance dates apply to you.

(1) Any portion of the existing integrated iron and
steel manufacturing facility that becones a new affected
source or a new reconstructed source nmust be in
conpliance with this subpart upon startup.

(2) Al other parts of the integrated iron and
steel manufacturing facility nmust be in conpliance with
this subpart no later than 2 years after it becones a
maj or source.

(e) You nust neet the notification and schedul e
requi rements in 863.7840. Several of these notifications
must be subnmitted before the conpliance date for your
af fected source.

Em ssion Limtations

8§63. 7790 What emi ssion limtations nmust | neet?

(a) You nust neet each em ssion limt and opacity

limt in Table 1 to this subpart that applies to you.
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(b) You nmust neet each operating limt for capture
systenms and control devices in paragraphs (b)(1) through
(3) of this section that applies to you.

(1) You nust operate each capture system applied to
em ssions froma sinter plant discharge end or bl ast
furnace casthouse or to secondary em ssions froma BOPF
at or above the | owest value or settings established for
the operating limts in your operation and mai ntenance
pl an;

(2) For each venturi scrubber applied to neet any
particulate emssion limt in Table 1 to this subpart,
you nmust mmintain the hourly average pressure drop and
scrubber water flow rate at or above the m ninmmlevels
established during the initial performance test.

(3) For each electrostatic precipitator applied to
em ssions froma BOPF, you nust maintain the average
opacity of em ssions for each 6-m nute period at or bel ow
the site-specific opacity value corresponding to the 99
percent upper confidence limt on the nmean of a normal
di stribution of average opacity val ues established during
the initial performance test.

(c) An owner or operator who uses an air pollution

control device other than a baghouse, venturi scrubber,
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or electrostatic precipitator nust submt a description
of the device; test results collected in accordance with
863. 7822 verifying the performance of the device for
reduci ng em ssions of particulate nmatter to the
at nosphere to the levels required by this subpart; a copy
of the operation and mai ntenance plan required in
863. 7800(b); and appropriate operating paranmeters that
will be nmonitored to maintain continuous conpliance with
the applicable em ssion imtation(s). The nonitoring
pl an identifying the operating paraneters to be nonitored
is subject to approval by the Adm ni strator

(d) For each sinter plant, you nust either:

(1) Maintain the 30-day rolling average oil content
of the feedstock at or below 0.02 percent; or

(2) Maintain the 30-day rolling average of volatile
organi ¢ conmpound eni ssions fromthe w ndbox exhaust
stream at or below 0.2 Ib/ton of sinter.

Operati on and Mai ntenance Requirenents

863. 7800 What are ny operation and nnintenance

requirenents?

(a) As required by 863.6(e)(1)(i), you nust always
operate and mmi ntain your affected source, including air

pol lution control and nonitoring equipnment, in a manner
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consistent with good air pollution control practices for
m nimzing em ssions at |least to the |levels required by
this subpart.

(b) You nust prepare and operate at all tinmes
according to a witten operation and mai ntenance plan for
each capture system or control device subject to an
operating limt in 863.7790(b). Each plan nust address
the elenments in paragraphs (b)(1) through (5) of this
section.

(1) Monthly inspections of the equipment that is
inportant to the performance of the total capture system
(e.g., pressure sensors, danpers, and danper swtches).
Thi s inspection nmust include observations of the physical
appearance of the equi pment (e.g., presence of holes in
ductwork or hoods, flow constrictions caused by dents or
accurmul at ed dust in the ductwork, and fan erosion). The
operation and mai nt enance plan also nust include
requirenments to repair any defect or deficiency in the
capture system before the next schedul ed i nspection.

(2) Preventative maintenance for each contro
device, including a preventative maintenance schedul e
that is consistent with the manufacturer’s instructions

for routine and | ong-term mai nt enance.
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(3) Operating limts for each capture system
applied to em ssions froma sinter plant discharge end or
bl ast furnace casthouse, or to secondary em ssions froma
BOPF. You nust establish the operating limts according
to the requirenments in paragraphs (b)(3)(i) through (iii)
of this section.

(i) Select operating |limt paranmeters appropriate
for the capture system design that are representative and
reliable indicators of the performance of the capture
system At a mininmum you nmust use appropriate operating
l[imt paraneters that indicate the |evel of the
ventilation draft and the danper position settings for
the capture system when operating to collect em ssions,

i ncluding revised settings for seasonal variations.
Appropriate operating limt paraneters for ventilation
draft include, but are not limted to, volunmetric flow
rate through each separately ducted hood, total
volunetric flowrate at the inlet to the control device
to which the capture systemis vented, fan notor
anperage, or static pressure.

(ii) For each operating limt paranmeter selected in
paragraph (b)(3)(i) of this section, designate the val ue

or setting for the parameter at which the capture system
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operates during the process operation. |If your operation
all ows for nore than one process to be operating
si mul t aneously, designate the value or setting for the
paramet er at which the capture system operates during
each possible configuration that you may operate.

(ii1) Include docunmentation in your plan to support
your selection of the operating limts established for
the capture system This docunentation nmust include a
description of the capture system design, a description
of the capture system operating during production, a
description of each selected operating limt paraneter, a
rational e for why you chose the paranmeter, a description
of the nmethod used to nonitor the paranmeter according to
the requirements of 863.7830(a), and the data used to set
the value or setting for the paraneter for each of your
process configurations.

(4) Corrective action procedures for bag | eak
detection systems. |In the event a bag | eak detection
systemalarmis triggered, you nust initiate corrective
action to determ ne the cause of the alarmw thin 1 hour
of the alarm initiate corrective action to correct the
cause of the problemw thin 24 hours of the alarm and

conplete the corrective action as soon as practicable.
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Corrective actions may include, but are not limted to:

(i) Inspecting the baghouse for air |eaks, torn or
broken bags or filter nmedia, or any other condition that
MRy cause an increase in em ssions.

(i1) Sealing off defective bags or filter nedia.

(ii1) Replacing defective bags or filter nmedia or
ot herwi se repairing the control device.

(iv) Sealing off a defective baghouse conpartnent.

(v) Cleaning the bag | eak detection system probe,
or otherwi se repair the bag | eak detection system

(vi) Shutting down the process producing the
particul ate em ssions; and

(5) Procedures for determ ning and recording the
daily sinter plant production rate in tons per hour.

General Conpliance Requirenents

863. 7810 What are nv general requirenents for conplyving

with this subpart?

(a) You nust be in conpliance with the em ssion
limtations and operation and mai ntenance requirenments in
this subpart at all times, except during periods of
startup, shutdown, and mal function as defined in 863. 2.

(b) During the period between the conpliance date

specified for your affected source in 863.7783 and the
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dat e upon which continuous nonitoring systens have been
installed and certified and any applicabl e operating
l[imts have been set, you nust maintain a |log detailing
t he operation and mai ntenance of the process and
em ssions control equi pment.

(c) You nust develop and inplenment a witten
startup, shutdown, and mal function plan according to the
provisions in 863.6(e)(3).

Initial Conpliance Requirenents

863. 7820 By what date nmust | conduct perfornance tests

or other initial conmpliance denonstrations?

(a) You nust conduct a performance test to
denonstrate initial conpliance with each em ssion and
opacity limt in Table 1 to this subpart that applies to
you. You nust al so conduct a performance test to
denonstrate initial conpliance with the 30-day rolling
average operating limt for the oil content of the sinter
pl ant feedstock in 863.7790(d)(1) or alternative limt
for volatile organic conmpound em ssions fromthe sinter
pl ant wi ndbox exhaust streamin 863.7790(d)(2). You nust
conduct the performance tests within 180 cal endar days
after the conpliance date that is specified in 863.7783

for your affected source and report the results in your
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notification of conpliance status.

(b) For each operation and nai ntenance requirenment
that applies to you where initial conpliance is not
denonstrated using a performance test or opacity
observation, you nmust denonstrate initial conpliance
within 30 cal endar days after the conpliance date that is
specified for your affected source in 863.7783.

(c) If you comrenced construction or reconstruction
between July 13, 2001 and [I NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF

THI'S FINAL RULE I N THE EEDERAL REG STER], you nust

denonstrate initial conpliance with either the proposed
em ssion limt or the pronulgated em ssion limt no |ater
t han [ NSERT DATE 180 DAYS AFTER THE DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON

OF THIS FINAL RULE I N THE EEDERAL REG STER] or no | ater

than 180 days after startup of the source, whichever is
| ater, according to 863.7(a)(2)(ix).

(d) If you commenced construction or reconstruction
bet ween July 13, 2001 and [| NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF

THI'S FINAL RULE I N THE EEDERAL REQ STER], and you chose

to comply with the proposed em ssion |imt when
denonstrating initial conpliance, you nust conduct a
second perfornmance test to denonstrate conpliance with

the pronul gated em ssion |imt by [INSERT DATE 3 YEARS
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AND 180 DAYS AFTER THE DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THI S FI NAL

RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER], or no later than 180 days

after startup of the source, whichever is later,
according to 863.7(a)(2)(ix).

863. 7821 When nust | conduct subsequent perfornance

tests?

You must conduct subsequent performance tests to
denonstrate conpliance with all applicable PM and opacity
limts in Table 1 to this subpart no less frequently than
twice (at md-termand renewal) during each term of your
title V operating permt. For sources without a title V
operating permt, you nmust conduct subsequent performance
tests every 2.5 years.

863. 7822 \What test nmethods and other procedures nust |

use to denonstrate initial conpliance with the em ssion

limts for particulate mtter?

(a) You nmust conduct each performance test that
applies to your affected source according to the
requirenents in 863.7(e)(1) and the conditions detail ed
i n paragraphs (b) through (i) of this section.

(b) To determ ne conpliance with the applicable
em ssion limt for particulate matter in Table 1 to this

subpart, follow the test nmethods and procedures in
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par agraphs (b) (1) and (2) of this section.

(1) Determne the concentration of particulate
matter according to the follow ng test nmethods in
appendix A to part 60 of this chapter:

(i) Method 1 to select sanpling port |ocations and
t he nunmber of traverse points. Sanpling ports nust be
| ocated at the outlet of the control device and prior to
any rel eases to the atnosphere.

(ii1) Method 2, 2F, or 2G to determ ne the
volunetric flow rate of the stack gas.

(ii1) Method 3, 3A, or 3B to determne the dry
nol ecul ar wei ght of the stack gas.

(iv) Method 4 to determ ne the noisture content of
t he stack gas.

(v) Method 5, 5D, or 17, as applicable, to
determ ne the concentration of particulate matter (front
hal f filterable catch only).

(2) Collect a m nimm sanple volune of 60 dry
standard cubic feet (dscf) of gas during each particulate
matter test run. Three valid test runs are needed to
conprise a performance test.

(c) For each sinter plant w ndbox exhaust stream

you nust conplete the requirenments of paragraphs (c) (1)
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and (2) of this section:
(1) Follow the procedures in your operation and

mai nt enance plan for measuring and recording the sinter

E,= — (Egq. 1)

production rate for each test run in tons per hour; and
(2) Conpute the process-wei ghted mass em ssions (E,)

for each test run using Equation 1 of this section as

fol |l ows:
Wher e:
E, = Process-wei ghted nmass em ssions of particulate

matter, |b/ton;

C = Concentration of particulate matter, grains per dry
standard cubic foot (gr/dscf);

Q= Volunetric flowrate of stack gas, dry standard
cubi ¢ foot per hour (dscf/hr);

P = Production rate of sinter during the test run,
tons/ hr; and

K = Conversion factor, 7,000 grains per pound (gr/lb).

(d) If you apply two or nmore control devices in
parallel to em ssions froma sinter plant discharge end
or a BOPF, conpute the average fl ow wei ghted

concentration for each test run using Equation 2 of this
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section as follows:

=
c
_ 1211 12
e
1211 4
VWher e
C, = Fl owwei ghted concentration, gr/dscf;
C = Concentration of particulate matter from exhaust
stream ®“i”, gr/dscf; and
Q = Volunetric flow rate of effluent gas from exhaust
stream “i”, dry standard cubic foot per mnute

(dscfm. Where:

C, = Flow wei ghted concentration, gr/dscf;

C = Concentration of particulate matter from exhaust
stream “i”, gr/dscf; and

Q = Volunetric flow rate of effluent gas from exhaust
stream “i”, dscfm

(e) For a control device applied to em ssions from
a blast furnace casthouse, sanple for an integral nunber
of furnace tapping operations sufficient to obtain at
| east 1 hour of sanpling for each test run.

(f) For a primary em ssion control device applied
to emssions froma BOPF with a closed hood system
sanple only during the primry oxygen bl ow and do not
sanpl e during any subsequent reblows. Continue sanpling
for each run for an integral nunber of prinmary oxygen

bl ows.
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(g) For a primary em ssion control system applied
to em ssions froma BOPF with an open hood system and f or
a control device applied solely to secondary em ssions
froma BOPF, you nust conplete the requirenents of
paragraphs (g)(1) and (2) of this section:

(1) Sanple only during the steel production cycle.
Conduct sanpling under conditions that are representative
of normal operation. Record the start and end tinme of
each steel production cycle and each period of abnormal
operation; and

(2) Sanple for an integral nunmber of steel
production cycles. The steel production cycle begins
when the scrap is charged to the furnace and ends 3
m nutes after the slag is enptied fromthe vessel into
t he sl ag pot.

(h) For a control device applied to em ssions from
BOPF shop ancillary operations (hot netal transfer,
ski mm ng, desul furization, or |ladle netallurgy), sanple
only when the operation(s) is being conducted.

(i) Subject to approval by the permtting
authority, you may conduct representative sanpling of
stacks when there are nore than three stacks associ at ed

with a process.
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863. 7823 \What test methods and other procedures nust |

use to denpnstrate initial conpliance with the opacity

limts?

(a) You nust conduct each perfornmance test that
applies to your affected source according to the
requi renents in 863.7(h)(5) and the conditions detail ed
i n paragraphs (b) through (d) of this section.

(b) You nust conduct each visible em ssions
performance test such that the opacity observations
overlap with the performance test for particulate matter.

(c) To determ ne conpliance with the applicable
opacity limt in Table 1 to this subpart for a sinter
pl ant di scharge end or a blast furnace casthouse:

(1) Using a certified observer, determ ne the
opacity of em ssions according to Method 9 in appendix A
to part 60 of this chapter.

(2) Obtain a mninmumof 30 6-m nute bl ock averages.
For a bl ast furnace casthouse, make observati ons during
tappi ng of the furnace. Tapping begins when the furnace
is opened, usually by creating a hole near the bottom of
the furnace, and ends when the hole is plugged.

(d) To determ ne conpliance with the applicable

opacity limt in Table 1 to this subpart for BOPF shops:
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(1) For an existing BOPF shop:

(i) Using a certified observer, determ ne the
opacity of em ssions according to Method 9 in appendix A
to part 60 of this chapter except as specified in
paragraphs (d)(1)(ii) and (iii) of this section.

(ii) Instead of procedures in section 2.4 of Method
9 in appendix Ato part 60 of this chapter, record
observations to the nearest 5 percent at 15-second
intervals for at |east three steel production cycles.

(ii1) Instead of procedures in section 2.5 of
Met hod 9 in appendix A to part 60 of this chapter,
determ ne the 3-m nute bl ock average opacity fromthe
average of 12 consecutive observations recorded at 15-
second intervals.

(2) For a new BOPF shop housing a bottom bl own
BOPF:

(i) Using a certified observer, determ ne the
opacity of em ssions according to Method 9 in appendix A
to part 60 of this chapter

(ii) Determ ne the highest and second hi ghest sets
of 6-m nute bl ock average opacities for each stee
production cycle.

(3) For a new BOPF shop housing a top-bl own BOPF
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(i) Determne the opacity of em ssions according to
the requirenments for an existing BOPF shop in paragraphs
(d)(21)(i) through (iii) of this section

(ii) Determ ne the highest and second hi ghest sets
of 3-m nute bl ock average opacities for each stee
production cycle.

(4) Opacity observations nust cover the entire
steel production cycle and nust be nade for at | east
three cycles. The steel production cycle begins when the
scrap is charged to the furnace and ends 3 m nutes after
the slag is enptied fromthe vessel into the slag pot.

(5) Determne and record the starting and stopping
times of the steel production cycle.

863. 7824 \What test nmethods and other procedures nust |

use to establish and denpnstrate initial conmpliance with

operating limts?

(a) For each capture system subject to an operating
[imt in 863.7790(b)(1), you nmust certify that the system
operated during the performance test at the site-specific
operating limts established in your operation and
mai nt enance plan using the procedures in paragraphs
(a)(1) through (4) of this section.

(1) Concurrent with all opacity observations,
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measure and record values for each of the operating limt
parameters in your capture system operation and
mai nt enance plan according to the nonitoring requirenments
specified in 863.7830(a).

(2) For any danpers that are manual ly set and
remain at the same position at all times the capture
systemis operating, the danper position nust be visually
checked and recorded at the begi nning and end of each
opacity observation period segnent.

(3) Review and record the nonitoring data.
| dentify and explain any tinmes the capture system
operated outside the applicable operating limts.

(4) Certify in your performance test report that
during all observation period segnents, the capture
system was operating at the values or settings
established in your capture system operation and
mai nt enance pl an.

(b) For a venturi scrubber subject to operating
l[imts for pressure drop and scrubber water flow rate in
863. 7790(b) (2), you nust establish site-specific
operating limts according to the procedures in
par agraphs (b) (1) and (2) of this section.

(1) Using the continuous paranmeter nonitoring
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system (CPMS) required in 863.7830(c), neasure and record
t he pressure drop and scrubber water flow rate during
each run of the particulate matter performance test.

(2) Conpute and record the hourly average pressure
drop and scrubber water flow rate for each individua
test run. Your operating limts are the | owest average
pressure drop and scrubber water flow rate value in any
of the three runs that nmeet the applicable em ssion
limt.

(c) For an electrostatic precipitator subject to
the operating limt in 863.7790(b)(3) for opacity, you
must establish a site-specific operating limt according
to the procedures in paragraphs (c)(1) through (3) of
this section.

(1) Using the continuous opacity nonitoring system
(COMS) required in 863.7830(d), neasure and record the
opacity of em ssions from each control device stack
during each run of the particulate matter performance
test.

(2) Conpute and record the 6-m nute bl ock average
opacity from 36 or nore data points equally spaced over
each 6-m nute period during the test runs.

(3) Determ ne, based on the 6-m nute bl ock
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averages, the opacity value corresponding to the 99
percent upper confidence limt on the nean of a nornmal
di stribution of average opacity val ues.

(d) You may change the operating limts for a
capture system venturi scrubber, or electrostatic
precipitator if you neet the requirenments in paragraphs
(d)(1) through (3) of this section.

(1) Submt a witten notification to the
Adm ni strator of your request to conduct a new
performance test to revise the operating limt.

(2) Conduct a performance test to denonstrate
conpliance with the applicable em ssion [imtation in
Table 1 to this subpart.

(3) Establish revised operating limts according to
t he applicable procedures in paragraphs (a) through (c)
of this section for a control device or capture system

(e) For each sinter plant subject to the operating
limt for the oil content of the sinter plant feedstock
in 863.7790(d) (1), you nust denonstrate initial
conpliance according to the procedures in paragraphs
(e)(1) through (3) of this section.

(1) Sanple the feedstock at |east three tinmes a day

(once every 8 hours), conposite the three sanpl es each
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day, and anal yze the conposited sanpl es using Method
9071B in “Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste,
Physi cal / Chem cal Methods,” EPA Publication SW 846
(Revision 2, April 1998). Record the sanpling date and
time, oil content values, and sinter produced (tons/day).

(2) Continue the sanpling and anal ysis procedure
for 30 consecutive days.

(3) Each day, conpute and record the 30-day rolling
average using that day’s value and the 29 previous daily
val ues.

(f) To denonstrate initial conpliance with the
alternative operating limt for volatile organic conpound
em ssions fromthe sinter plant w ndbox exhaust streamin
863.7790(d)(2), follow the test methods and procedures in
par agraphs (f)(1) through (5) of this section.

(1) Determne the volatile organic conpound
em ssions according to the followi ng test nethods in
appendix A to part 60 of this chapter:

(i) Method 1 to select sanpling port |ocations and
t he nunmber of traverse points. Sanpling ports nust be
| ocated at the outlet of the control device and prior to
any rel eases to the atnosphere.

(ii1) Method 2, 2F, or 2G to determ ne the
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volunetric flow rate of the stack gas.

(iii) Method 3, 3A, or 3B to determne the dry
nol ecul ar wei ght of the stack gas.

(iv) Method 4 to determ ne the noisture content of
the stack gas.

(v) Method 25 to determ ne the mass concentration
of volatile organic conmpound em ssions (total gaseous
nonmet hane organi cs as carbon) fromthe sinter plant
wi ndbox exhaust stream st ack.

(2) Determne volatile organic conpound (VOC)
em ssions every 24 hours (from at |east three sanples
taken at 8-hour intervals) using Method 25 in 40 CFR part
60, appendix A. Record the sanpling date and tine,

sanpling results, and sinter produced (tons/day).

= %)‘Q

E Eq. 1
i 35.31x454, DDOXEK (Eq )

(3) Conpute the process-wei ghted mass em ssions (E)

each day using Equation 1 of this section as follows:
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VWher e:

E, = Process-wei ghted mass em ssions of volatile organic
conmpounds, | b/ton;

M. = Average concentration of total gaseous nonnethane
organi cs as carbon by Method 25 (40 CFR part 60,
appendix A), mlligrams per dry standard cubic
meters (ng/dscm for each day;

Q= Volunetric flow rate of stack gas, dscf/hr;

35.31 = Conversi on factor (dscf/dscm;
454,000 = Conversion factor (mg/lb); and
K = Daily production rate of sinter, tons/hr.

(4) Continue the sanpling and anal ysis procedure in
paragraphs (f)(1) through (3) of this section for 30
consecuti ve days.

(5) Conpute and record the 30-day rolling average
of VOC em ssions for each operating day.

(g) You may use an alternative test nmethod to
determi ne the oil content of the sinter plant feedstock
or the volatile organic conpound em ssions fromthe
sinter plant w ndbox exhaust stack if you have al ready
denmonstrated the equival ency of the alternative nethod
for a specific plant and have received previous approval
fromthe applicable permtting authority.

863. 7825 How do | denpnstrate initial conpliance with

the enmission limtations that apply to ne?

(a) For each affected source subject to an em ssion
or opacity Ilimt in Table 1 to this subpart, you have

denonstrated initial conpliance if:
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(1) You neet the conditions in Table 2 to this
subpart; and

(2) For each capture system subject to the
operating limt in 863.7790(b)(1), you have established
appropriate site-specific operating limt(s) and have a
record of the operating paraneter data neasured during
the performance test in accordance with 863.7824(a)(1).

(3) For each venturi scrubber subject to the

operating limts for pressure drop and scrubber water
flowrate in 863.7790(b)(2), you have established
appropriate site-specific operating limts and have a
record of the pressure drop and scrubber water flow rate
measured during the performance test in accordance with
§63. 7824(b); and

(4) For each electrostatic precipitator subject to
the opacity operating limt in 863.7790(b)(3), you have
establ i shed an appropriate site-specific operating limt
and have a record of the opacity measurenents nade during
the performance test in accordance with 863. 7824(c).

(b) For each existing or new sinter plant subject
to the operating limt in 863.7790(d)(1), you have
denonstrated initial conpliance if the 30-day rolling

average of the oil content of the feedstock, neasured
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during the initial performance test in accordance with
863.7824(e) is no nore than 0.02 percent or the volatile
organi ¢ conpound enm ssions fromthe sinter plant w ndbox
exhaust stream neasured during the initial performance
test in accordance with 863.7824(f), is no nore than 0.2
| b/ton of sinter produced.

(c) For each emssion |imtation that applies to
you, you nust submt a notification of conpliance status
according to 863.7840(e).

863. 7826 How do | denonstrate initial conpliance with

t he operation and nmai nt enance requirenments that apply to

me?

(a) For a capture system applied to em ssions from
a sinter plant discharge end or blast furnace casthouse
or to secondary em ssions froma BOPF, you have
denonstrated initial conpliance if you neet all of the
conditions in paragraphs (a)(1) through (4) of this
section.

(1) Prepared the capture system operation and
mai nt enance plan according to the requirenments of
863. 7800(b), including nonthly inspection procedures and
detail ed descriptions of the operating parameter(s)

selected to nonitor the capture systen
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(2) Certified in your performance test report that
the system operated during the test at the operating
limts established in your operation and mai ntenance
pl an;

(3) Submtted a notification of conpliance status
according to the requirenents in 863.7840(e), including a
copy of the capture system operation and mai ntenance pl an
and your certification that you will operate the capture
system at the values or settings established for the
operating limts in that plan; and

(4) Prepared a site-specific nmonitoring plan
according to the requirenents in 863.7831(a).

(b) For each control device subject to operating
[imts in 863.7790(b)(2) or (3), you have denonstrated
initial conpliance if you neet all the conditions in
par agraphs (b) (1) through (3) of this section.

(1) Prepared the control device operation and
mai nt enance plan according to the requirenments of
863. 7800(b), including a preventative mai ntenance
schedul e and, if applicable, detailed descriptions of the
procedures you use for corrective action for baghouses;

(2) Submtted a notification of conpliance status

according to the requirenments in 863.7840(e), including a
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copy of the operation and mai ntenance plan; and
(3) Prepared a site-specific nonitoring plan
according to the requirenments in 863.7831(a).
Cont i nuous Conpliance Requirenents

863. 7830 What are ny nonitoring requirenments?

(a) For each capture system subject to an operating
l[imt in 863.7790(b) (1) established in your capture
system operati on and mai ntenance plan, you nust install,
operate, and maintain a CPMS according to the
requi renents in 863.7831(e) and the requirenments in
par agraphs (a)(1) through (3) of this section.

(1) Danpers that are manually set and remain in the
same position are exenpt fromthe requirenment to instal
and operate a CPMs. |f danpers are not nmanually set and
remain in the same position, you nust make a visual check
at | east once every 24 hours to verify that each danper
for the capture systemis in the sanme position as during
the initial performance test.

(2) If you use a flow neasurenent device to nonitor
the operating limt parameter for a sinter plant
di scharge end or bl ast furnace casthouse, you nust
nmonitor the hourly average rate (e.g., the hourly average

actual volunetric flow rate through each separately
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ducted hood, the average hourly total volunmetric flow
rate at the inlet to the control device) according to the
requi renents in 863.7832.

(3) If you use a flow neasurenent device to nonitor
the operating |imt parameter for a capture system
applied to secondary em ssions froma BOPF, you nust
monitor the average rate for each steel production cycle
(e.g., the average actual volunetric flow rate through
each separately ducted hood for each steel production
cycle, the average total volunetric flow rate at the
inlet to the control device for each steel production
cycle) according to the requirenents in 863. 7832.

(b) For each baghouse applied to neet any
particul ate emssion limt in Table 1 of this subpart,
you nmust install, operate, and maintain a bag |eak
detection system according to 863.7831(f), nonitor the
relative change in particulate matter | oadi ngs according
to the requirenments in 863.7832, and conduct inspections
at their specified frequencies according to the
requi renments in paragraphs (b)(1) through (8) of this
section.

(1) Monitor the pressure drop across each baghouse

cell each day to ensure pressure drop is within the
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normal operating range identified in the manual.

(2) Confirmthat dust is being renoved from hoppers
t hrough weekly visual inspections or other neans of
ensuring the proper functioning of renoval mechani sns.

(3) Check the conpressed air supply for pul se-jet
baghouses each day.

(4) Monitor cleaning cycles to ensure proper
operation using an appropriate nmethodol ogy.

(5) Check bag cleaning nechanisnms for proper
functioning through nonthly visual inspection or
equi val ent neans.

(6) Make nmonthly visual checks of bag tension on
reverse air and shaker-type baghouses to ensure that bags
are not kinked (kneed or bent) or laying on their sides.
You do not have to make this check for shaker-type
baghouses using self-tensioning (spring-loaded) devices.

(7) Confirmthe physical integrity of the baghouse
t hrough quarterly visual inspections of the baghouse
interior for air |eaks.

(8) Inspect fans for wear, material buil dup, and
corrosion through quarterly visual inspections, vibration
det ectors, or equival ent neans.

(c) For each venturi scrubber subject to the
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operating limts for pressure drop and scrubber water
flowrate in 863.7790(b)(2), you nmust install, operate,
and mai ntain CPMS according to the requirenents in
8§63. 7831(g) and nonitor the hourly average pressure drop
and water flow rate according to the requirenments in
863. 7832.

(d) For each electrostatic precipitator subject to
the opacity operating limt in 863.7790(b)(3), you nust
install, operate, and maintain a COMS according to the
requi renments in 863.7831(h) and nmonitor the 6-m nute
average opacity of em ssions exiting each control device
stack according to the requirenents in 863.7832.

(e) For each sinter plant subject to the operating
[imt in 863.7790(d), you nust either:

(1) Conpute and record the 30-day rolling average
of the oil content of the feedstock for each operating
day using the procedures in 863.7824(e); or

(2) Conpute and record the 30-day rolling average
of volatile organic conpound em ssions (|bs/ton of
sinter) for each operating day using the procedures in
863. 7824(f).

863. 7831 \What are the installation, operation, and

mai nt enance requirenents for ny nmonitors?
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(a) For each CPMs required in 863.7830, you nust
devel op and nmake avail able for inspection upon request by
the permtting authority a site-specific nonitoring plan
t hat addresses the requirenents in paragraphs (a)(1)

t hrough (6) of this section.

(1) Installation of the CPMS sanpling probe or
other interface at a nmeasurenent |ocation relative to
each affected process unit such that the neasurement is
representative of control of the exhaust em ssions (e.g.,
on or downstream of the |ast control device);

(2) Performance and equi pnment specifications for
the sanple interface, the paranetric signal analyzer, and
the data collection and reducti on system

(3) Performance eval uation procedures and
acceptance criteria (e.g., calibrations);

(4) Ongoing operation and mai ntenance procedures in
accordance with the general requirenments of 8863.8(c) (1),
(3), (4 (ii), (7), and (8);

(5) Ongoing data quality assurance procedures in
accordance with the general requirenents of 863.8(d); and

(6) Ongoing recordkeepi ng and reporting procedures

in accordance the general requirenents of 8863.10(c),

(e)(1), and (e)(2)(i).
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(b) Unl ess otherw se specified, each CPMS nust:

(1) Conplete a m ninmum of one cycle of operation
for each successive 15-m nute period and collect a
m ni mum of three of the required four data points to
constitute a valid hour of data;

(2) Provide valid hourly data for at |east 95
percent of every averagi ng period; and

(3) Determne and record the hourly average of al
recorded readings.

(c) You nust conduct a performance eval uati on of
each CPMS in accordance with your site-specific
noni tori ng pl an.

(d) You nust operate and maintain the CPMS in
conti nuous operation according to the site-specific
noni toring plan.

(e) For each capture system subject to an operating
[imt in 863.7790(b) (1), you nust install, operate, and
mai ntai n each CPMS according to the requirenents in
par agraphs (a) through (d) of this section.

(f) For each baghouse applied to neet any
particulate emssion limt in Table 1 of this subpart,
you nust install, operate, and mamintain a bag |eak

detection system according to the requirenents in
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par agraphs (f)(1) through (7) of this section.

(1) The system nmust be certified by the
manuf acturer to be capable of detecting em ssions of
particul ate matter at concentrations of 10 mlligrans per
actual cubic neter (0.0044 grains per actual cubic foot)
or |ess.

(2) The system nmust provide output of relative
changes in particulate matter | oadi ngs.

(3) The system nust be equi pped with an al armthat
will sound when an increase in relative particul ate
| oadings is detected over a preset |level. The alarm nust
be |l ocated such that it can be heard by the appropriate
pl ant personnel .

(4) Each system that works based on the
triboelectric effect nust be installed, operated, and
mai ntai ned in a manner consistent with the guidance
docunment, “Fabric Filter Bag Leak Detection Cuidance,”
EPA- 454/ R- 98- 015, Septenber 1997. You may install,
operate, and maintain other types of bag | eak detection
systens in a manner consistent with the manufacturer’s
written specifications and recommendati ons.

(5) To make the initial adjustnment of the system

establish the baseline output by adjusting the
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sensitivity (range) and the averaging period of the
device. Then, establish the alarm set points and the
al arm del ay tine.

(6) Following the initial adjustnment, do not adjust
the sensitivity or range, averaging period, alarm set
points, or alarmdelay tinme, except as detailed in your
operation and mai ntenance plan. Do not increase the
sensitivity by nmore than 100 percent or decrease the
sensitivity by nore than 50 percent over a 365-day period
unl ess a responsible official certifies, in witing, that
t he baghouse has been inspected and found to be in good
operating condition.

(7) MWhere multiple detectors are required, the
system s instrunmentation and al arm nay be shared anpng
detectors.

(g) For each venturi scrubber subject to operating
l[imts in 863.7790(b)(2) for pressure drop and scrubber
water flow rate, you nust install, operate, and naintain
each CPMS according to the requirenments in paragraphs (a)
t hrough (d) of this section.

(h) For each electrostatic precipitator subject to
the opacity operating limt in 863.7790(b)(3), you nust

install, operate, and maintain each COMS according to the
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requi rements in paragraphs (h)(1) through (4) of this
section.

(1) You nust install, operate, and maintain each
COMS according to Performance Specification 1 in 40 CFR
part 60, appendi x B.

(2) You nust conduct a performance eval uati on of
each COMS according to 863.8 and Performance
Specification 1 in appendix B to 40 CFR part 60.

(3) Each COMS nust conplete a m ni mum of one cycle
of sanpling and anal yzing for each successive 10-second
period and one cycle of data recording for each
successive 6-m nute period.

(4) COWVS data nust be reduced as specified in
863.8(9)(2).

863.7832 How do | monitor and collect data to

denpnstrate conti nuous conpliance?

(a) Except for nonitoring mal functions, out-of-
control periods as specified in 863.8(c)(7), associated
repairs, and required quality assurance or control
activities (including as applicable, calibration checks
and required zero and span adjustnments), you nust nonitor
continuously (or collect data at all required intervals)

at all tinmes an affected source is operating.
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(b) You may not use data recorded during nonitoring
mal functions, associated repairs, and required quality
assurance or control activities in data averages and
cal cul ati ons used to report enission or operating |levels
or to fulfill a mnimum data availability requirenment, if
applicable. You nmust use all the data coll ected during
all other periods in assessing conpliance.

(c) A nonitoring mal function is any sudden,
i nfrequent, not reasonably preventable failure of the
nmonitoring to provide valid data. Monitoring failures
that are caused in part by poor maintenance or careless
operation are not nmal functions.

863. 7833 How do | denpnstrate continuous conpliance with

the emission limtations that apply to ne?

(a) You nust denopnstrate continuous conpliance for
each affected source subject to an em ssion or opacity
[imt in 863.7790(a) by neeting the requirenments in Table
3 to this subpart.

(b) You nmust denobnstrate continuous conpliance for
each capture system subject to an operating limt in
863. 7790(b) (1) by neeting the requirenments in paragraphs
(b)(1) and (2) of this section.

(1) Operate the capture system at or above the



148
| omest val ues or settings established for the operating
limts in your operation and nai ntenance plan; and

(2) Monitor the capture system according to the
requi renents in 863.7830(a) and collect, reduce, and
record the nonitoring data for each of the operating
limt parameters according to the applicable requirenents
of this subpart;

(c) For each baghouse applied to neet any
particulate emssion limt in Table 1 to this subpart,
you nust denonstrate continuous conpliance by conpleting
the requirenents in paragraphs (c)(1) and (2) of this
section:

(1) Maintaining records of the tine you initiated
corrective action in the event of a bag | eak detection
system alarm the corrective action(s) taken, and the
date on which corrective action was conpl et ed.

(2) Inspecting and nmmaintaining each baghouse
according to the requirenents in 863.7831(f) and
recording all information needed to docunent conformance
with these requirenents. |If you increase or decrease the
sensitivity of the bag | eak detection system beyond the
l[imts specified in 863.7831(f)(6), you nust include a

copy of the required witten certification by a
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responsible official in the next sem annual conpliance
report.

(d) For each venturi scrubber subject to the
operating limts for pressure drop and scrubber water
flow rate in 863.7790(b)(2), you nust denonstrate
continuous conpliance by conpleting the requirenents of
par agraphs (d) (1) through (3) of this section:

(1) Maintaining the hourly average pressure drop
and scrubber water flow rate at |evels no | ower than
t hose established during the initial or subsequent
performance test;

(2) Operating and mai ntaining each venturi scrubber
CPMS according to 863.7831(g) and recordi ng al
i nformati on needed to docunent conformance with these
requi rements; and

(3) Collecting and reducing nonitoring data for
pressure drop and scrubber water flow rate according to
863. 7831(b) and recording all information needed to
docunment conformance with these requirenments.

(e) For each electrostatic precipitator subject to
the site-specific opacity operating limt in
863. 7790(b) (3), you nust denonstrate continuous

conpliance by conpleting the requirenments of paragraphs
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(e)(1) and (2) of this section:

(1) Maintaining the average opacity of em ssions
for each 6-m nute period no higher than the site-specific
l[imt established during the initial or subsequent
performance test; and

(2) Operating and mai ntai ning each COMS and
reduci ng the COMS data according to 863. 7831(h).

(f) For each new or existing sinter plant subject
to the operating limt in 863.7790(d), you nust
denonstrate continuous conpliance by either:

(1) For the sinter plant feedstock oil content
operating limt in 863.7790(d) (1),

(i) Conputing and recording the 30-day rolling
average of the percent oil content for each operating day
according to the performance test procedures in
863. 7824(e);

(i1) Recording the sanpling date and tine, oil
content values, and sinter produced (tons/day); and

(ii1) Maintaining the 30-day rolling average oi
content of the feedstock no higher than 0.02 percent.

(2) For the volatile organic conmpound operating
[imt in 863.7790(d)(2),

(i) Conputing and recording the 30-day rolling
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average of volatile organic conpound em ssions for each
operating day according to the performance test
procedures in 863.7824(f);

(ii1) Recording the sanpling date and tinme, sanpling
val ues, and sinter produced (tons/day); and

(ii1) Maintaining the 30-day rolling average of
vol atil e organic conmpound em ssions no higher than 0.2
| b/ton of sinter produced.

863. 7834 How do | denpnstrate continuous conpliance with

t he operation and nmmi nt enance requirenents that apply to

me?

(a) For each capture system and control device
subject to an operating limt in 863.7790(b), you nust
denonstrate continuous conpliance with the operation and
mai nt enance requirenents in 863.7800(b) by neeting the
requi renents of paragraphs (a)(1) through (3) of this
section:

(1) Making nonthly inspections of capture systens
and initiating corrective action according to
863. 7800(b) (1) and recording all information needed to
docunment conformance with these requirenents;

(2) Perform ng preventative nmaintenance accordi ng

to 863.7800(b)(2) and recording all information needed to
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docunment conformance with these requirenents; and

(3) Initiating and conpleting corrective action for
a bag | eak detection systemalarm according to
863. 7800(b) (4) and recording all information needed to
docunment conformance with these requirenments.

(b) You nust maintain a current copy of the
operation and mai ntenance plan required in 863.7800(b)
onsite and avail able for inspection upon request. You
must keep the plans for the life of the affected source
or until the affected source is no | onger subject to the
requi rements of this subpart.

863. 7835 \What other requirenents must | neet to

denonstrate continuous conpli ance?

(a) Deviations. You nust report each instance in

whi ch you did not neet each em ssion l[imtation in

863. 7790 that applies to you. This includes periods of
startup, shutdown, and mal function. You also nust report
each instance in which you did not neet each operation
and mai ntenance requirenment in 863.7800 that applies to
you. These instances are deviations fromthe em ssion
limtations and operation and mai ntenance requirenments in
this subpart. These deviations nust be reported

according to the requirenents in 863.7841.
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(b) Startups, shutdowns, and mal functions. During

periods of startup, shutdown, and mal function, you nust
operate in accordance with your startup, shutdown, and
mal function pl an.

(1) Consistent with 8863.6(e) and 63.7(e) (1),
devi ati ons that occur during a period of startup,
shut down, or mal function are not violations if you
denonstrate to the Adm nistrator’s satisfaction that you
were operating in accordance with the startup, shutdown,
and mal function pl an.

(2) The Adm nistrator will determ ne whet her
devi ati ons that occur during a period of startup,
shut down, or mal function are violations, according to the
provi sions in 863.6(e).

Notifications, Reports, and Records

863. 7840 \What notifications nust | submt and when?

(a) You nust submt all of the notifications in
8863. 6(h)(4) and (5), 63.7(b) and (c), 63.8(e) and
(f)(4), and 63.9(b) through (h) that apply to you by the
speci fied dates.

(b) As specified in 863.9(b)(2), if you startup
your affected source before [|I NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON

OF THI'S FINAL RULE I N THE EEDERAL REGQ STER], you nust
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submt your initial notification no |later than [INSERT
DATE 120 DAYS AFTER THE DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THI' S FI NAL

RULE | N THE EEDERAL REG STER] .

(c) As specified in 863.9(b)(3), if you start your
new affected source on or after [INSERT DATE OF

PUBLI CATION OF THI'S FI NAL RULE I N THE EEDERAL REQ STER],

you nmust submt your initial notification no |later than
120 cal endar days after you becone subject to this
Subpart.

(d) If you are required to conduct a perfornmance
test, you nust submt a notification of intent to conduct
a performance test at | east 60 cal endar days before the
performance test is scheduled to begin as required in
863. 7(b)(1).

(e) If you are required to conduct a perfornmance
test, opacity observation, or other initial conpliance
denonstration, you nust submt a notification of
conpliance status according to 863.9(h)(2)(ii).

(1) For each initial conpliance denonstration that
does not include a performance test, you nust submt the
notification of conpliance status before the close of
busi ness on the 30th cal endar day follow ng conpletion of

the initial conpliance denonstration.
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(2) For each initial conpliance denonstration that
does include a performance test, you nmust submt the
notification of conpliance status, including the
perfornmance test results, before the close of business on
the 60th cal endar day followi ng the conpletion of the
performance test according to 863.10(d)(2).

863. 7841 \What reports nust | submt and when?

(a) Conpliance report due dates. Unless the

Adm ni strator has approved a different schedule, you nust
submt a sem annual conpliance report to your permtting
authority according to the requirenents in paragraphs
(a)(1) through (5) of this section.

(1) The first conpliance report must cover the
period begi nning on the conpliance date that is specified
for your affected source in 863.7783 and endi ng on June
30 or Decenber 31, whichever date cones first after the
conpliance date that is specified for your source in
863. 7783.

(2) The first conpliance report nmust be postnmarked
or delivered no later than July 31 or January 31,
whi chever date conmes first after your first conpliance
report is due.

(3) Each subsequent conpliance report nust cover
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t he sem annual reporting period from January 1 through
June 30 or the sem annual reporting period fromJuly 1
t hr ough Decenber 31.

(4) Each subsequent conpliance report nust be
post mar ked or delivered no later than July 31 or January
31, whichever date conmes first after the end of the
sem annual reporting period.

(5) For each affected source that is subject to
permtting regulations pursuant to 40 CFR part 70 or 71
and if the permtting authority has established dates for
subm tting sem annual reports pursuant to 40 CFR
70.6(a)(3)(iii)(A) or 40 CFR 71.6(a)(3)(iii)(A), you may
submt the first and subsequent conpliance reports
according to the dates the permtting authority has
established instead of according to the dates in
par agraphs (a)(1) through (4) of this section.

(b) Conpliance report contents. Each conpliance

report nust include the information in paragraphs (b) (1)
t hrough (3) of this section and, as applicable,
par agraphs (b)(4) through (8) of this section.

(1) Conpany nanme and address.

(2) Statenment by a responsible official, with that

official’s nane, title, and signature, certifying the
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truth, accuracy, and conpl eteness of the content of the
report.

(3) Date of report and begi nning and endi ng dates
of the reporting period.

(4) If you had a startup, shutdown, or mal function
during the reporting period and you took actions
consistent with your startup, shutdown, and mal function
pl an, the conpliance report nust include the information
in 863.10(d)(5)(i).

(5) If there were no deviations fromthe continuous
conpliance requirenments in 8863. 7833 and 63. 7834 t hat
apply to you, a statenent that there were no deviations
fromthe em ssion limtations or operation and
mai nt enance requirenments during the reporting period.

(6) If there were no periods during which a
continuous nonitoring system (including a CPMS, COMS, or
continuous em ssion nonitoring system (CEMS) was out - of -
control as specified in 863.8(c)(7), a statenent that
there were no periods during which the CPMS was out - of -
control during the reporting period.

(7) For each deviation froman em ssion |limtation
in 863.7790 that occurs at an affected source where you

are not using a continuous nonitoring system (including a
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CPMS, COMS, or CEMS) to conply with an em ssion
l[imtation in this subpart, the conpliance report nust
contain the information in paragraphs (b)(1) through (4)
of this section and the information in paragraphs
(b)(7)(i) and (ii) of this section. This includes
periods of startup, shutdown, and nmal function.

(i) The total operating time of each affected
source during the reporting period.

(it) Information on the number, duration, and cause
of deviations (including unknown cause, if applicable) as
applicable and the corrective action taken.

(8) For each deviation froman enm ssion |limtation
occurring at an affected source where you are using a
continuous nmonitoring system (i ncluding a CPMS or COWS)
to comply with the emssion limtation in this subpart,
you nust include the information in paragraphs (b)(1)

t hrough (4) of this section and the information in
par agraphs (b)(8)(i) through (xi) of this section. This
i ncl udes periods of startup, shutdown, and mal function.

(i) The date and tine that each nmal function started
and stopped.

(ii) The date and time that each continuous

noni toring was inoperative, except for zero (lowlevel)



159
and hi gh-1evel checks.

(iii) The date, time, and duration that each
continuous nonitoring system was out-of-control as
specified in 863.8(c)(7), including the information in
863.8(c)(8).

(iv) The date and time that each deviation started
and stopped, and whet her each deviation occurred during a
period of startup, shutdown, or malfunction or during
anot her peri od.

(v) A summary of the total duration of the
devi ation during the reporting period and the total
duration as a percent of the total source operating tinme
during that reporting period.

(vi) A breakdown of the total duration of the
devi ations during the reporting period including those
that are due to startup, shutdown, control equipnment
probl ens, process problenms, other known causes, and ot her
unknown causes.

(vii) A summary of the total duration of continuous
nmonitoring system downti nme during the reporting period
and the total duration of continuous nonitoring system
downtime as a percent of the total source operating tinme

during the reporting period.
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(viii) A brief description of the process units.

(ix) A brief description of the continuous
noni toring system

(x) The date of the latest continuous nonitoring
systemcertification or audit.

(xi) A description of any changes in continuous
noni toring systems, processes, or controls since the | ast
reporting period.

(c) ILmmediate startup, shutdown, and nmal function

report. |If you had a startup, shutdown, or mal function
during the sem annual reporting period that was not
consistent with your startup, shutdown, and mal function
pl an, you nust submt an i medi ate startup, shutdown, and
mal function report according to the requirenents in
863.10(d) (5)(ii).

(d) Part 70 nonitoring report. If you have

obtained a title V operating permt for an affected
source pursuant to 40 CFR part 70 or 71, you nust report
all deviations as defined in this subpart in the

sem annual nonitoring report required by 40

CFR 70.6(a)(3)(iii)(A) or 40 CFR 71.6(a)(3)(iii)(A). If
you submt a conpliance report for an affected source

along with, or as part of, the sem annual nonitoring
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report required by 40 CFR 70.6(a)(3)(iii)(A) or 40
CFR 71.6(a)(3)(iii)(A), and the conpliance report
includes all the required information concerning
devi ations fromany em ssion limtation or operation and
mai nt enance requirenment in this subpart, subm ssion of
the conpliance report satisfies any obligation to report
t he sanme deviations in the sem annual nonitoring report.
However, subm ssion of a conpliance report does not
ot herwi se affect any obligation you my have to report
deviations frompermt requirenents for an affected
source to your permtting authority.

8§63. 7842 What records nust | keep?

(a) You nust keep the follow ng records:

(1) A copy of each notification and report that you
submtted to conply with this subpart, including al
docunment ati on supporting any initial notification or
notification of conpliance status that you submtted,
according to the requirenents in 863.10(b)(2)(xiv).

(2) The records in 863.6(e)(3)(iii) through (v)
related to startup, shutdown, and nal function.

(3) Records of perfornmance tests, perfornmance
eval uati ons, and opacity observations as required in

§63. 10(b) (2) (viii).
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(b) For each COMS, you nust keep the records
specified in paragraphs (b) (1) through (4) of this
section.

(1) Records described in 863.10(b)(2)(vi) through
(xi).

(2) Monitoring data for a performance eval uati on as
required in 863.6(h)(7)(i) and (ii).

(3) Previous (that is, superceded) versions of the
performance eval uation plan as required in 863.8(d)(3).

(4) Records of the date and tinme that each
devi ati on started and stopped, and whether the deviation
occurred during a period of startup, shutdown, or
mal function or during another period.

(c) You nust keep the records required in
863.6(h)(6) for visual observations.

(d) You nmust keep the records required in 8863. 7833
and 63.7834 to show continuous conpliance with each
em ssion limtation and operation and mai nt enance
requi rement that applies to you.

8§63.7843 I n what form and how | ong nust | keep nv

records?
(a) Your records nust be in a form suitable and

readily avail able for expeditious review, according to
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863.10(b) (1).

(b) As specified in 863.10(b)(1), you nust keep
each record for 5 years follow ng the date of each
occurrence, nmeasurenent, maintenance, corrective action,
report, or record.

(c) You nust keep reach record on site for at |east
2 years after the date of each occurrence, measurenent,
mai nt enance, corrective action, report, or record
according to 863.10(b)(1). You can keep the records
offsite for the remaining 3 years.

Ot her Requirements and | nformation

863. 7850 \What parts of the General Provisions apply to

me?
Table 4 to this subpart shows which parts of the
General Provisions in 8863.1 through 63.15 apply to you.

863. 7851 \Who i nplenents and enforces this subpart?

(a) This subpart can be inplenmented and enforced by
us, the United States Environnental Protection Agency
(U.S. EPA), or a delegated authority such as your State,
| ocal, or tribal agency. |If the U S. EPA Adnm nistrator
has del egated authority to your State, local, or triba
agency, then that agency has the authority to inplenent

and enforce this subpart. You should contact your U.S.



164
EPA Regional O fice to find out if this subpart is
del egated to your State, local, or tribal agency.

(b) In delegating inplenentation and enforcenent
authority of this subpart to a State, local, or triba
agency under subpart E of this part, the authorities
contained in paragraph (c) of this section are retained
by the Adm nistrator of the U. S. EPA and are not
transferred to the State, |local, or tribal agency.

(c) The authorities that will not be del egated to
State, local, or tribal agencies are specified in
par agraphs (c)(1) through (4) of this section.

(1) Approval of alternative opacity emssion limts
in Table 1 to this subpart under 863.6(h)(9).

(2) Approval of major alternatives to test nethods
under 863.7(e)(2)(ii) and (f) and as defined in 863. 90,
except for approval of an alternative method for the oil
content of the sinter plant feedstock or volatile organic
conpound nmeasurenents for the sinter plant w ndbox
exhaust stream stack as provided in 863.7824(qg).

(3) Approval of major alternatives to nonitoring
under 863.8(f) and as defined in 863.90.

(4) Approval of nmajor alternatives to recordkeeping

and reporting under 863.10(f) and as defined in 8§63. 90.
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863. 7852 \What definitions apply to this subpart?

Terns used in this subpart are defined in the Cl ean
Air Act, in 863.2, and in this section as follows.

Bag | eak detection system neans a systemthat is

capabl e of continuously nonitoring relative particul ate
matter (dust) loadings in the exhaust of a baghouse to

det ect bag | eaks and ot her upset conditions. A bag |eak

detection systemincludes, but is not limted to, an
instrunent that operates on tribroelectric, |ight
scattering, light transmttance, or other effect to

continuously nonitor relative particulate matter
| oadi ngs.

Basi c_oxygen process furnace neans any refractory-

i ned vessel in which high-purity oxygen is bl own under
pressure through a bath of molten iron, scrap netal, and
fluxes to produce steel. This definition includes both
top and bottom bl own furnaces, but does not include argon
oxygen decarburizati on furnaces.

Basi c oxygen process furnace shop neans the place

wher e steel maki ng operations that begin with the transfer
of molten iron (hot netal) fromthe torpedo car and end
prior to casting the nolten steel, including hot netal

transfer, desulfurization, slag skinmng, refining in a



166
basi ¢ oxygen process furnace, and |adle netallurgy occur.

Basi c _oxygen process furnace shop ancillary

operations nmeans the processes where hot netal transfer,

hot metal desulfurization, slag skinmmng, and | adle
met al | urgy occur.

Bl ast furnace neans a furnace used for the

production of nmolten iron fromiron ore and other iron
bearing material s.

Bottom bl own furnace neans any basic oxygen process

furnace in which oxygen and ot her conbustion gases are
i ntroduced into the bath of nolten iron through tuyeres
in the bottom of the vessel or through tuyeres in the
bott om and sides of the vessel.

Cast house nmeans the building or structure that
encl oses the bottom portion of a blast furnace where the
hot metal and slag are tapped fromthe furnace.

Certified observer neans a visible em ssion observer

certified to perform EPA Method 9 opacity observati ons.

Desul furization neans the process in which reagents

such as magnesi um soda ash, and line are injected into
the hot nmetal, usually with dry air or nitrogen, to
renmove sul fur.

Devi ati on nmeans any instance in which an affected
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source subject to this subpart, or an owner or operator
of such a source:

(1) Fails to neet any requirenment or obligation
established by this subpart, including but not limted to
any em ssion limtation (including operating limts) or
operation and mai nt enance requirenent;

(2) Fails to neet any termor condition that is
adopted to i nplenment an applicable requirenment in this
subpart and that is included in the operating permt for
any affected source required to obtain such a permt; or

(3) Fails to neet any emission limtation in this
subpart during startup, shutdown, or mal function,
regardl ess of whether or not such failure is permtted by
this subpart.

Di scharge end neans the place where those operations

conducted within the sinter plant starting at the

di scharge of the sintering machine’'s traveling grate
including (but not limted to) hot sinter crushing,
screeni ng, and transfer operations occur.

Em ssion limtation means any em ssion limt,

opacity limt, or operating limt.

Hot netal transfer station neans the |ocation in a

basi ¢ oxygen process furnace shop where nolten iron (hot
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metal) is transferred froma torpedo car or hot netal car
used to transport hot netal fromthe blast furnace
casthouse to a holding vessel or ladle in the basic
oxygen process furnace shop. This |ocation also is known
as the reladling station or ladle transfer station.

| nt eqrated iron and steel manufacturing facility

means an establishnent engaged in the production of steel
fromiron ore.

Ladl e netal lurgy neans a secondary steel making

process that is perforned typically in a ladle after
initial refining in a basic oxygen process furnace to

adj ust or amend the chem cal and/or mechanical properties
of steel.

Primary eni ssions means particulate matter em ssions

fromthe basic oxygen process furnace generated during
the steel production cycle which are captured and treated
in the furnace’s primary em ssion control system

Primary em ssion control system neans the

conbi nati on of equi pment used for the capture and

coll ection of primary em ssions (e.g., an open hood
capture systemused in conjunction with an electrostatic
precipitator or a closed hood systemused in conjunction

with a scrubber).
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Primary oxygen bl ow neans the period in the steel

production cycle of a basic oxygen process furnace during
whi ch oxygen is blown through the nolten iron bath by
nmeans of a lance inserted fromthe top of the vessel
(top-blown) or through tuyeres in the bottom and/or sides
of the vessel (bottom bl own).

Responsi bl e official means responsible official as

defined in 863. 2.

Secondary em ssions neans particulate matter

em ssions that are not controlled by a primry em ssion
control system including em ssions that escape from open
and cl osed hoods, |ance hol e openings, and gaps or tears
in ductwork to the primary em ssion control system

Secondary eni ssion control system neans the

conbi nati on of equi pment used for the capture and
col l ection of secondary em ssions from a basic oxygen
process furnace.

Sinter cooler neans the apparatus used to cool the

hot sinter product that is transferred fromthe discharge
end t hrough contact with | arge vol unes of induced or
forced draft air.

Sinter plant means the machi ne used to produce a

fused clinker-I|ike aggregate or sinter of fine iron-
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bearing materials suited for use in a blast furnace. The
machi ne i s conposed of a continuous traveling grate that
conveys a bed of ore fines and other finely divided iron-
bearing material and fuel (typically coke breeze), a
burner at the feed end of the grate for ignition, and a
series of downdraft w ndboxes along the I ength of the
strand to support downdraft conbustion and heat
sufficient to produce a fused sinter product.

Ski mmi ng _station neans the | ocations inside a basic

oxygen process furnace shop where slag is renmoved from
the top of the nolten netal bath.

St eel production cycle nmeans the operations

conducted within the basic oxygen process furnace shop
that are required to produce each batch of steel. The
foll ow ng operations are included: scrap charging,
preheati ng (when done), hot netal charging, primry
oxygen bl owi ng, sanpling, (vessel turndown and turnup),
addi ti onal oxygen bl owi ng (when done), tapping, and
desl aggi ng. The steel production cycle begins when the
scrap is charged to the furnace and ends after the slag
is enptied fromthe vessel into the slag pot.

Top-bl own furnace neans any basic oxygen process

furnace in which oxygen is introduced into the bath of



171
nmol ten iron by nmeans of an oxygen |ance inserted fromthe
top of the vessel.
W ndboxes neans the conpartnents that provide for a
controlled distribution of downdraft conmbustion air as it
is drawn through the sinter bed of a sinter plant to nake

the fused sinter product.

Tabl es to Subpart FFFFF of Part 63
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As required in 863.7790(a), you nust conply with
each applicable em ssion and opacity limt in the

foll owi ng tabl e:

Table 1 to Subpart
Opacity Limts

FFFFF of Part 63. Em ssion and

For. ..

You must conply with each of the
foll ow ng...

1. Each wi ndbox
exhaust stream
at an existing
sinter plant

You nmust not cause to be discharged

to the atnosphere any gases that
contain particulate matter in
excess of 0.4 |Ib/ton of product

sinter.

2. Each wi ndbox
exhaust stream

at a new
sinter plant

You must not cause to be discharged

to the atnosphere any gases that
contain particulate matter in
excess of 0.3 I b/ton of product

sinter.

3. Each discharge

end at an
exi sting sinter
pl ant

a. You nust not cause to be

di scharged to the atnosphere any
gases that exit fromone or nore
control devices that contain, on
a fl owwei ghted basi s,
particul ate matter in excess of
0.02 gr/dscf?!; and

You nust not cause to be

di scharged to the atnosphere any
secondary em ssions that exit
any opening in the building or
structure housing the discharge
end that exhibit opacity greater
t han 20 percent (6-m nute

aver age).
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4. Each di scharge a. You nust not cause to be
end at a new di scharged to the atnosphere any
sinter plant gases that exit fromone or nore
control devices that contain, on
a fl ow wei ght ed basi s,
particul ate matter in excess of
0.01 gr/dscf; and
b. You nust not cause to be
di scharged to the atnosphere any
secondary em ssions that exit
any opening in the building or
structure housing the discharge
end that exhibit opacity greater
than 10 percent (6-m nute
aver age).
Each sinter You must not cause to be discharged
cool er stack at to the atnobsphere any gases that
an existing contain particulate matter in
sinter plant excess of 0.03 gr/dscf.
Each sinter You nmust not cause to be discharged
cool er stack at to the atnosphere any gases that
a new sinter contain particulate matter in
pl ant excess of 0.01 gr/dscf.
Each cast house a. You must not cause to be
at an existing di scharged to the atnosphere any
bl ast furnace gases that exit froma contro
devi ce that contain particul ate
matter in excess of 0.01
gr/dscf; and
b. You nust not cause to be

di scharged to the atnosphere any
secondary em ssions that exit
any opening in the casthouse or
structure housing the bl ast
furnace that exhibit opacity
greater than 20 percent (6-

m nut e average).




8. Each cast house
at a new bl ast

furnace

a.
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You nust not cause to be

di scharged to the atnosphere any
gases that exit froma control
device that contain particul ate
matter in excess of 0.003
gr/dscf; and

You must not cause to be

di scharged to the atnosphere any
secondary em ssions that exit
any opening in the casthouse or
structure housing the bl ast
furnace that exhibit opacity
greater than 15 percent (6-

m nut e aver age).




9.

Each BOPF at a
new or existing
BOPF shop

a.
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You nust not cause to be

di scharged to the atnosphere any
gases that exit froma primry
em ssion control systemfor a
BOPF with a closed hood system
at a new or existing BOPF shop
that contain, on a flow wei ghted
basis, particulate matter in
excess of 0.03 gr/dscf during
the primary oxygen bl ow

You must not cause to be

di scharged to the atnosphere any
gases that exit froma primry
em ssion control systemfor a
BOPF with an open hood system
that contain, on a flow weighted
basis, particulate matter in
excess of 0.02 gr/dscf during

t he steel production cycle for
an existing BOPF shop or 0.01
gr/dscf during the steel
production cycle for a new BOPF
shop?; and

You nust not cause to be

di scharged to the atnosphere any
gases that exit froma control
devi ce used solely for the

coll ection of secondary

em ssions fromthe BOPF that
contain particulate matter in
excess of 0.01 gr/dscf for an
exi sting BOPF shop or 0.0052
gr/dscf for a new BOPF shop.

10.

Each hot net al
transfer,
ski mm ng, and
desul furi zation
operation at a
new or existing
BOPF shop

You nmust not cause to be discharged

to the atnosphere any gases that
exit froma control device that
contain particulate matter in
excess of 0.01 gr/dscf for an
exi sting BOPF shop or 0.003
gr/dscf for a new BOPF shop.
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11. Each ladle You nmust not cause to be discharged
met al | ur gy to the atnosphere any gases that
operation at a exit froma control device that
new or existing contain particulate matter in
BOPF shop excess of 0.01 gr/dscf for an

exi sting BOPF shop or 0.004
gr/dscf for a new BOPF shop

12. Each roof You must not cause to be discharged
nonitor at an to the atnosphere any secondary
exi sting BOPF em ssions that exit any opening
shop in the BOPF shop or any other

bui | di ng housi ng t he BOPF or
BOPF shop operation that exhibit
opacity greater than 20 percent
(3-m nute average).

13. Each roof You nust not cause to be

nonitor at a
new BOPF shop

di scharged to the atnosphere any
secondary em ssions that exit
any opening in the BOPF shop or
ot her buil ding housing a bottom
bl owmn BOPF or BOPF shop
operations that exhibit opacity
(for any set of 6-m nute
averages) greater than 10
percent, except that one 6-

m nute period not to exceed 20
percent may occur once per steel
producti on cycle; or

You must not cause to be

di scharged to the atnosphere any
secondary em ssions that exit
any opening in the BOPF shop or
ot her buil ding housing a top-

bl owmn BOPF or BOPF shop
operations that exhibit opacity
(for any set of 3-mnute
averages) greater than 10
percent, except that one 3-

m nute period greater than 10
percent but |ess than 20 percent
may occur once per steel
production cycle.
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L' This limt applies if the cooler is vented to the sane
control device as the discharge end.

2 This limt applies to control devices operated in
parallel for a single BOPF during the oxygen bl ow.
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As required in 863.7825(a)(1), you nust denonstrate
initial conpliance with the emi ssion and opacity limts
according to the follow ng table:

Table 2 to Subpart

FFFFF of Part 63. Initial Conpliance

with Em ssion and Opacity Limts

For. ..

You have denpnstrated initial
conmpliance if...

1. Each wi ndbox
exhaust stream
at an existing
sinter plant

The process-wei ghted mass rate of
particul ate matter froma w ndbox
exhaust stream neasured
according to the performance test
procedures in 863.7822(c), did
not exceed 0.4 I b/ton of product
sinter.

2. Each wi ndbox
exhaust stream
at a new sinter
pl ant

The process-wei ghted mass rate of
particul ate matter from a w ndbox
exhaust stream neasured
according to the performance test
procedures in 863.7822(c), did
not exceed 0.3 I b/ton of product
sinter.

3. Each discharge

end at an
exi sting sinter
pl ant

a. The fl ow wei ghted average
concentration of particul ate
matter from one or nore control
devi ces applied to em ssions
froma discharge end, neasured
according to the performance
test procedures in 863.7822(d),
did not exceed 0.02 gr/dscf; and

b. The opacity of secondary
em ssions from each di scharge
end, determ ned according to the
performance test procedures in
863.7823(c), did not exceed 20
percent (6-m nute average).




4. Each di scharge

end at a new
sinter plant

a.

179

The fl ow wei ghted average
concentration of particul ate
matter from one or nore control
devi ces applied to em ssions
froma discharge end, neasured
according to the performance
test procedures in 863.7822(d),
did not exceed 0.01 gr/dscf; and
The opacity of secondary

em ssions from each di scharge
end, determ ned according to the
performance test procedures in
863. 7823(c), did not exceed 10
percent (6-m nute average).

Each sinter
cool er stack at
an exi sting
sinter plant

The average concentration of

particul ate matter froma sinter
cool er stack, neasured according
to the perfornmance test
procedures in 863.7822(b),
not exceed 0.03 gr/dscf.

did

Each sinter
cool er stack at
a new sinter

pl ant

The average concentration of

particul ate matter froma sinter
cool er stack, neasured according
to the perfornmance test
procedures in 863.7822(b),
not exceed 0.01 gr/dscf.

did

Each cast house
at an existing
bl ast furnace

The average concentration of
particul ate matter from a
control device applied to

em ssions from a cast house,
measured according to the
performance test procedures in
§63.7822(e), did not exceed 0.01
gr/dscf; and

The opacity of secondary

em ssions from each cast house,
det erm ned according to the
performance test procedures in
863. 7823(c), did not exceed 20
percent (6-m nute average).
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8. Each cast house a. The average concentration of

at a new bl ast particul ate matter from a

furnace control device applied to
em ssions from a cast house,
measured according to the
performance test procedures in
§63.7822(e), did not exceed
0. 003 gr/dscf; and

b. The opacity of secondary

em ssions from each cast house,
det erm ned according to the
performance test procedures in
863. 7823(c), did not exceed 15
percent (6-m nute average).




9.

Each BOPF at a
new or existing
BOPF shop
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The average concentration of
particul ate matter from a
primary em ssion control system
applied to em ssions froma BOPF
with a closed hood system
measured according to the
perfornmance test procedures in
§63.7822(f), did not exceed 0.03
gr/dscf for a new or existing
BOPF shop

b. The average concentration of

particul ate matter from a
primary em ssion control system
applied to em ssions froma BOPF
with an open hood system
measured according to the
performance test procedures in
863. 7822(g), did not exceed 0.02
gr/dscf for an existing BOPF
shop or 0.01 gr/dscf for a new
BOPF shop; and

The average concentration of
particul ate matter from a
control device applied solely to
secondary em ssions from a BOPF,
measured according to the
perfornmance test procedures in
§63.7822(g), did not exceed 0.01
gr/dscf for an existing BOPF
shop or 0.0052 gr/dscf for a new
BOPF shop

10.

Each hot netal
transfer,
ski mm ng, and
desul furizatio
n at a new or
exi sting BOPF
shop

The average concentration of

particulate matter froma contro
device applied to em ssions from
hot metal transfer, skinmng, or
desul furi zation, nmeasured
according to the performance test
procedures in 863.7822(h), did
not exceed 0.01 gr/dscf for an
exi sti ng BOPF shop or 0.003
gr/dscf for a new BOPF shop.
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11. Each ladle The average concentration of
met al | ur gy particul ate matter froma contro
operation at a devi ce applied to em ssions from
new or a ladle netal lurgy operation,
exi sting BOPF measured according to the
shop performance test procedures in

§63.7822(h), did not exceed 0.01
gr/dscf for an existing BOPF shop
or 0.004 gr/dscf for a new BOPF
shop.

12. Each roof The opacity of secondary em ssions
noni tor at an from each BOPF shop, determ ned
exi sting BOPF according to the performance test
shop procedures in 863.7823(d), did

not exceed 20 percent (3-m nute
aver age).

13. Each roof a. The opacity of the highest set
nonitor at a of
new BOPF shop 6-m nute averages from each BOPF

shop housi ng a bottom bl own
BOPF, determ ned according to
t he performance test procedures
in 863.7823(d), did not exceed
20 percent and the second
hi ghest set of 6-m nute averages
did not exceed 10 percent; or
b. The opacity of the highest set
of

As required in 863.7833(a),

3-m nute averages from each BOPF
shop housing a top-bl own BOPF,
det erm ned according to the
performance test procedures in
863.7823(d), did not exceed 20
percent and the second hi ghest
set of 3-m nute averages did not
exceed 10 percent.

you must denonstrate

continuous conpliance with the em ssion and opacity
limts according to the follow ng table:

Table 3 to Subpart FFFFF of Part 63. Conti nuous
Conmpliance with Emi ssion and Opacity Limts
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You nust

denonstrate conti nuous

conpl i ance by. ..

Each w ndbox
exhaust stream
at an existing
sinter plant

a.

b.

Mai nt ai ni ng em ssi ons of
particul ate matter at or bel ow
0.4 I b/ton of product sinter;
and

Conducti ng subsequent

performance

tests at | east twi ce during each
termof your title V operating
permt (at m dterm and renewal).

Each wi ndbox
exhaust stream

at a new sinter
pl ant

b.

Mai nt ai ni ng em ssi ons of
particul ate matter at or bel ow
0.3 I b/ton of product sinter;
and

Conducti ng subsequent

performance

tests at | east twi ce during each
term of your title V operating
permt (at m dterm and renewal).

Each di scharge
end at an

exi sting sinter
pl ant

C.

Mai nt ai ni ng em ssi ons of
particul ate matter from one or
nore control devices at or bel ow
0.02 gr/dscf;

Mai nt ai ning the opacity of
secondary em ssions that exit
any opening in the building or
structure housing the discharge
end at or bel ow 20 percent (6-
m nute average); and

Conducti ng subsequent

performance

tests at | east twi ce during each
termof your title V operating
permt (at m dterm and renewal).
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4. Each di scharge a. Maintaining em ssions of
end at a new particul ate matter from one or
sinter plant nore control devices at or bel ow
0. 01 gr/dscf;

b. Maintaining the opacity of
secondary em ssions that exit
any opening in the building or
structure housing the discharge
end at or below 10 percent (6-

m nut e average); and

c. Conducting subsequent

per f or mance
tests at |l east twi ce during each
termof your title V operating
permt (at midterm and renewal).

5. Each sinter a. Maintaining em ssions of
cool er stack at particul ate matter at or bel ow
an existing 0.03 gr/dscf; and
sinter plant b. Conducting subsequent

performance
tests at | east twice during each
termof your title V operating
permt (at m dterm and renewal).

6. Each sinter a. Maintaining em ssions of
cool er stack at particul ate matter at or bel ow
a new sinter 0.01 gr/dscf; and
pl ant b. Conducting subsequent

per f or mance
tests at least twi ce during each
termof your title V operating
permt (at mdterm and renewal).




7. Each cast house
at an existing
bl ast furnace

a.

C.
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Mai nt ai ni ng em ssi ons of
particul ate matter from a
control device at or below 0.01
gr/dscf;

Mai nt ai ning the opacity of
secondary em ssions that exit
any opening in the casthouse or
structure housing the bl ast
furnace at or bel ow 20 percent
(6-m nute average); and
Conducti ng subsequent

per f or mance

tests at |l east twi ce during each
termof your title V operating
permt (at midterm and renewal).

8. Each cast house
at a new bl ast

fur nace

C.

Mai nt ai ni ng em ssi ons of
particul ate matter from a
control device at or bel ow 0.003
gr/dscf;

Mai nt ai ning the opacity of
secondary em ssions that exit
any opening in the casthouse or
bui I di ng housi ng the casthouse
at or bel ow 15 percent (6-m nute
average); and

Conducti ng subsequent

performance

tests at | east twi ce during each
term of your title V operating
permt (at m dterm and renewal).




9.

Each BOPF at a
new or existing
BOPF shop

186

a. Mintaining em ssions of
particul ate matter fromthe
primary em ssion control system
for a BOPF with a cl osed hood
system at or below 0.03 gr/dscf;

b. Maintaining en ssions of
particul ate matter fromthe
primary em ssion control system
for a BOPF with an open hood
system at or below 0.02 gr/dscf
for an existing BOPF shop or
0.01 gr/dscf for a new BOPF
shop;

c. Mintaining em ssions of
particul ate matter from a
control device applied solely to
secondary em ssions from a BOPF
at or below 0.01 gr/dscf for an
exi sting BOPF shop or 0.0052
gr/dscf for a new BOPF shop; and

d. Conducting subsequent

performance
tests at | east twice during each
termof your title V operating
permt (at m dterm and renewal).

10.

Each hot net al
transfer,
ski mm ng, and
desul furizatio
n operation at
a new or

exi sting BOPF
shop

a. Maintaining em ssions of
particulate matter froma
control device at or below 0.01
gr/dscf at an existing BOPF or
0. 003 gr/dscf for a new BOPF;
and

b. Conducting subsequent

performance
tests at | east twi ce during each
termof your title V operating
permt (at m dterm and renewal).
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11. Each ladle a. Mintaining em ssions of
met al | ur gy particul ate matter from a
operation at a control device at or below 0.01
new or gr/dscf at an existing BOPF shop
exi sting BOPF or 0.004 gr/dscf for a new BOPF
shop shop; and
b. Conducting subsequent
per f or mance
tests at least tw ce during each
termof your title V operating
permt (at mdterm and renewal).
12. Each roof a. Maintaining the opacity of
nonitor at an secondary em ssions that exit
exi sting BOPF any opening in the BOPF shop or
shop ot her buil di ng housing the BOPF

or shop operation at or below 20
percent (3-m nute average); and
b. Conducting subsequent

performance
tests at |east tw ce during each

term of your title V operating
permt (at m dterm and renewal).




13. Each roof
moni tor at a

new BOPF shop

C.
per
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Mai nt ai ning the opacity (for any
set of 6-m nute averages) of
secondary em ssions that exit
any opening in the BOPF shop or
ot her buil ding housing a bottom
bl owmn BOPF or shop operation at
or below 10 percent, except that
one 6-m nute period greater than
10 percent but no nore than 20
percent may occur once per steel
production cycl e;

Mai nt ai ni ng the opacity (for any
set of 3-m nute averages) of
secondary em ssions that exit
any opening in the BOPF shop or
ot her buil di ng housing a top-

bl owmn BOPF or shop operation at
or below 10 percent, except that
one 3-m nute period greater than
10 percent but |ess than 20
percent may occur once per steel
producti on cycle; and

Conducti ng subsequent

f or mance

tests at | east twi ce during each
termof your title V operating
permt (at midterm and renewal).
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As required in 863.7850, you nust conmply with the
requi rements of the NESHAP General Provisions (40 CFR
part 63, subpart A) shown in the follow ng table:

Table 4 to Subpart FFFFF of Part 63. Applicability of
General Provisions to Subpart FFFFF

Citation Subj ect Applies Expl anati on
to
Subpart
FFFFF
§63.1 Applicability Yes.
863. 2 Definitions Yes.
863. 3 Units and Yes.
Abbr evi ati ons
863. 4 Prohi bi ted Yes.
Activities
863.5 Construction/ Yes.
Reconstructi on
863.6(a), (b), Conpl i ance Yes.
(c),(d), (e), wi th Standards
(f),(9), and
(hy(2)(in)- Mai nt enance
(h)(9) Requi renment s
863.6(h)(2)(i) Det er mi ni ng No Subpart FFFFF
Conpl i ance specifies
with Opacity Met hod 9 in
and VE appendix Ato
St andar ds part 60 of

this chapter
to conmply with
roof nonitor
opacity
limts.
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863.7(a)(1)-(2) Applicability No Subpart FFFFF
and specifies
Per f or mance perfor mance
Test Dates t est
applicability
and dates.
863. 7(a) (3), Per f or mance Yes.
(b),(c)-(h) Testi ng
Requi rement s
8§63.8(a)(1)- Moni t ori ng Yes CMVS
(a)(3), (b), Requi rement s requi renments
(c)(D)-(3), in 863.8(c)(4)
(c)(4)(i)-(e), (i)-(ii),
(c)(7)-(8), (c)(5) and
(f)(1)-(5), (6), (d), and
(9)(1)-(4) (e) apply only
to COMS for
el ectrostatic
preci pitators.
§63. 8(a) (4) Addi t i onal No Subpart FFFFF
Moni t ori ng does not
Requi renment s require
for Control flares.
Devices in
§63. 11
863.8(c)(4) Cont i nuous No Subpart FFFFF
Moni t ori ng specifies
System requi rements
Requi renment s for operation
of CMS.
863. 8(f) (6) RATA No.
Alternative
863. 9 Notification Yes Addi ti onal
Requi rement s notifications
for CMS in
863.9(g) apply
to COMS for

el ectrostatic
preci pitators.




§63.9(9)(5)
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DATA Reduction No

Subpart FFFFF
specifies data

reduction

requi rements.
8§63.10(a), Recor dkeepi ng Yes Addi ti onal
(b)(1)- and Reporting records for
(2)(xii), Requi renment s CMS in
(b) (2) (xiv), 863. 10(c)
(b)(3),(c)(1)- (1)-(6),(9)-
(6),(c)(9)- (15), and
(15), (d), reports in
(e)(D-(2), 863.10(d) (1) -
(e)(4), (f) (2) apply only

to COWVS for
el ectrostatic
preci pitators.

863. 10(b) (2) CMS Records No.
(xiii) for RATA
Alternative
863.10(c)(7)- Recor ds of No Subpart FFFFF
(8) Excess specifies
Em ssions and record
Par amet er requi rements
Moni tori ng
Exceedances
for CMS
§63. 11 Control Device No Subpart FFFFF
Requi renment s does not
require
flares.
§63. 12 State Yes.

Aut hority and
Del egati ons

§63. 13- 863. 15

Addr esses, Yes.

| ncor poration
by Reference,
Avai l ability
of Information



